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EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
18, LincoLN’s INN FIELDs, LCNDON, W.C, 
Wilke iniquabiecdcmntitia. 


SPECIMEN BONUSES. 
Actual additions made to Policies of £1,000 effected under Tables I. and II. 
































yi NUMBER OF PREMIUMS PAID. 
ge 
at Entry. l l 
Five. Ten. Twenty. Thirty. Forty. 
£ 8. | £ 8 £ 8. £ 8. £ 8 
20 103 0 | 191 10 | 431 0 *7386 0 *1,022 0 
30 112 0 211 0 464 10 *819 0 *1,167 0 
40 124 0 232 0 | 525 10 *939 10 *1,343 10 
50 147 0 276 10 | %626 10 = - ae * 
60 197 10 372 0 } . 2 ei ire amare 
} 
EXAMPLE.—A Policy for £1,000, effected 30 years ago by a person then aged 30, 
would have increased to £1,819, or by more than 80 per cent. : 
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The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 
LONDON, NOVEMBER 30, 1889. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue vettserations of the Lord Chancellor and the judges of 
the Chancery Division have resulted in the conclusion the pro- 
fession had a right to expect. Mr. C. E. Farmer, the senior 
clerk to the chancery registrars, bas been appointed to fill the 
vacancy caused by the retirement of Mr. Kor. 








In consequence of the illness of Lord Justice Corrox, and the 
impossibility in his absence of forming a court to hear final appeals 
from the Chancery Division, his two colleagues, Lord Justice 
Bowen and Lord Justice Fry, are, on the three last days of this 
week, assisting in the Queen’s Bench Division as members of 
divisional courts. It was noticeable that on Thursday last an 
appeal from Lord Justice Bowen was in the day’s list of Court of 
Appeal No. 1. 





Ir seems scarcely credible that the complaint of the Lords 
Justices of defective drainage in the proximity of Court of Appeal 
No. 2 can be well founded. We know that some years ago there 
was real ground for such a complaint, and that a wall was then 
built across a passage running below the bench, so as to prevent ° 
the access of effluvium which was demonstrably existent. 
Should the evil then supposed to be remedied still be in operation, 
great blame attaches to someone whose want of care has allowed 
it. The space beneath the court is stated to be unused, and we 
are informed that the only measure now being taken is to white- 
wash this space, with the idea of disinfecting it. The country 
cannot efford to have judges taken ill from such a preventible 
cause, and we trust that more effectual means to avoid a recur- 
rence of the present complaint will be speedily taken. 





Ir 1s unpERsroop that in their deliberations with the Lord Chan- 
cellor the judges of the Chancery Division were unanimous in the 
opinion that the attendance of a registrar in court is essential to the 
due transaction of the business. A suggestion had been made that 
the attendance of a registrar in the Court of Appeal was unneces- 
sary, and this came as a surprise to the judges of that court, who 
had no notice of any such proposal. To suggest depriving them of 
the assistance the registrar affords, without first learning their 
views, was calculated to arouse dissatisfaction, and it is understood 
that Lord Justice Corron, who was unable to attend the meeting, 
sent an expression of his views in writing. Another suggestion 
put forward was, that on the hearing of witness actions the regis- 
trar should send his clerk to sit for him in court. This suggestion 
did not provide a substitute for the clerk, whose work must, in 
his absence from chambers, be left undone or handed over to some- 
one else. The judges are to be congratulated on the fact that 





both these suggestions have been abandoned. 
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Wau we rinp the Council of the Irish Incorporated Law 
Society stating in their report, just issued, that ‘‘the introduction 
of two sets of lectures, junior and advanced, has proved 
most satisfactory,” and that “the attendance of apprentices | ¢.¢ , 
articled clerks] has been satisfactory,” the English Incorporated 
Law Society had in their last report to “regret that the number 
of subscribers to the lectures has fallen to 57, and to the 
lecturers’ classes to 32, as against 87 and 39 for the previous 

ear.” Weare sorry to have to recur to this subject again; we 
do not doubt that the Council of the Incorporated Law Society are 
aware of its importance and have given it consideration. There 
has, however, been no announcement of any contemplated change, 
and if matters are to remain as at present, the lecture-rooms might 
as well be closed. It is almost a farce to keep up a staff of 
lecturers for fifty or so out of the hundreds of articled clerks 
in the metropolis. We have referred on previous occasions 
to some of the causes which appear to have led to this state 
of things; we would now add this further query, does not 
the neglect of the lectures by the articled clerks shew that 
are under the impression that the Jectures do not afford 
them the kind of knowledge they want? We mean no imputa- 
tion on the lecturers, who, for anything we know, may most 
efficiently carry out the kind of teaching prescribed. But what 
if the kind of teaching prescribed does not meet the wants of the 
students? What they want is, we take it, a clear statement of 
the leading principles of law, so expounded as to enable them to 
apply the principles both in their daily work and in the examina- 
tions which they have to undergo. It seems to us possible that if 
there were more relation between the lectures and the examinations 
there wou'd be less difficulty in getting the class-rooms filled 
Practical expositions of principle in the lectures, and examination 
questions directed to principle and not to niggling detail, would 
seem to be remedies worthy of the attention of the council. 





We svrrose that the Solicitor-General’s remarks at the dinner of 
the Plumbers’ Company on newspsper attacks on judges may have 
had some relation to certain recent newspaper criticisms on city 
courts. We cannot think that the bench will be very grateful to 
him for suggesting (if he meant to suggest) that judges, alone 
among public characters, should be exempt from the wholesome ia- 
fluence of newspaper comment. The ablest of them, when they 
refer to the matter in after-dinner speeches, constantly dilate on 
the rule that a judge ought not to aim at popularity. He ought 
not, therefore, to complain of criticism as tending to diminish 

ity. We have, indeed, on more than one occasion ventured 
to point out that the rule referred to is a very ambiguous one. 
** Popularity” may mean either popularity with a cless or with 
the nation at lurge ; temporary popularity or permanent popularity ; 
alarity as a judge or popularity asaman. We have further 
voured to shew that no judge can be permanently popular 
with the nation as a judge unless he is inflexibly just, dignified, 
patient, and courteous, and we have inquired whether a judge 
ought not to sim at popularity based upon there attributes. And 
‘We may now add that if he aims at this kind of populerity he is 
not at all likely to have anything to fear from newspaper criticisms. 
The fiercest storm of obloquy, stirred up, it may be, by fanatics or 
wrong-headed partizans, will leave his judicial cheracter unharmed 
if such character is rooted in the belief of the profession and the 
public, derived from observation of bis whole judicial career, that 
he possesses the attributes we have mentioned. On the other band, 
judges who did not possess these attributes would find little protec- 
tion from an absence of newspaper criticism. They could not stop 
tongues from wegging, and reports of idleness, ignorance, or injus- 
tice on the judgment seat would not spread much lees rapidly from 
being kept out of the public printe. It is right to say that the 
reports we have seen of Sir E. Cranke'’s speech were obviously 
greatly condensed ; and it is quite possible that the context might 
considerably qualify the remarks which are reported. The speaker 
also, we trust, would say thet his obeervations were not inspired 
by any judge. 





Ir 18 PROVIDED by ord. 6, r. 10, of the County Court Rules, 
1689, that “‘the solicitor of a plaintiff suing by a solicitor shall 


and shall state thereon where he will accept service of proceedings 
in the action or matter on behalf of the plaintiff, otherwise the 
costs of entering the plaint by the solicitor shall not be allowed.” 
Hitherto it appears to have been considered that it was a sufficient 
compliance with the above rule for a solicitor to indorse on the 
particulars of the plaint his name and address in a lithographed form, 
and some solicitors have been in the habit of affixing their names 
and addresses to the indorsement by means of a stamp, while 
others have had their names signed by the hands of their clerks. 
Whether the requirements of the above rule are satisfied by any of 
these modes of procedure will shortly have to be determined by 
the High Court; for in the case of Rees v. Terre/l (which came 
before the Queen’s Bench Divieion on Tuesday last), in which it 
appeared that the deputy county court judge of Croydon had refused 
to hear an application for costs of a plaint made by a solicitor who 
had indorsed his name and address on the particulars of plaint by 
means of a lithographed form, the court granted a rule nisi for an 
order tu the county court judge to hear and determine the said 
epplication. In support of the application it was stated that the 
question involved affected a great many cases, and that the Incor- 
porated Law Society were therefore anxious that it should be 
settled in the interests of the profession. It may be well to men- 
tion that others, besides solicitors, are interested in having the 
above question adjudicated upon; for example, overseers, who 
though directed to sign the list of voters, very commonly have 
their signatures affixed by the hands of others, and also revising 
barristers, who, though required to sign each page on the lists, very 
commonly have their signatures stamped by a clerk. The ques- 
tion raised in the above case recalls to mind the case of Blades v. 
Laurence (L. R. 9 Q B. 374), in which it was held that an order 
purporting to be made by a judge at chambers, and bearing the 
signature of the judge impressed by a stamp, transferring a cause 
to the county court, muet be obeyed by the county court judge, 
without inquiry as to the circumstances under which it was made. 
It is, however, to be noticed that, in the case cited, the signature 
of the judge was stamped by the clerk at judge’s chambers, 
according to a long-established practice, and that the judge himself 
was not required by any statute or rule of court to affix his signa- 
ture to the order with his own hand. 





In oURk LAST WEEK’S issue we reported a case, Lx parte Webber 
(ante, p. 65), in which a divisional court of the Queen’s Bench 
Division sitting in bankruptcy decided that the official receiver 
ought to be served with notice of an appeal against a receiving 
order, end dismissed an appeal against such an order made ina 
county court, on the ground that the official receiver had not been 
served, the proper time for serving notice of the appeal having 
expired. Singularly enough, on the very day on which that report 
appeared the same point was raised in the Court of Appeal No. 1 in 
the case of Ex parte Harris (reported elsewhere). It was argued 
that the principle of x parte Ward (15 Ch. D. 292) applied. There 
it was he!d, under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, that upon an applica- 
tion to annul an adjudication of bankruptcy the trustee in the 
bankruptcy ought to be served, because he represented the 
interests of all the creditors, and the matter was one which did 
not concern only the debtor and the petitioning creditor. It was 
argaed that for this purpose the official receiver now stands in 
the eame position as the trustee did under the Act of 1869, the 
only difference being that the estate of the debtor is not vested 
in him as it was in the trustee. In Hx parte Harris an order had 
been made staying the proceedings under the receiving order 
pending the appeal. The Court (Lord Esuxr, M.R., and Liypiey 
and Lopes, L JJ.), after hearing the point fully argued, said that, 
the proceedings having been stayed, the official receiver could not 
interfere pending the appeal, and for this reasen they thought 
that it was not necessary to serve him with notice of the — 
But the question whether, when there had been no stay of pro- 
ceedings, the official receiver ought to be served was one of 
genersl importance, and the court would take time to consider it. 
So far as we know, this is the first occasion on which this point 
has been raised in the Court of Appeal since the Bankruptcy Act, 
1883, came into operation. It seems to have been the practice at 
first for the official receiver to appear on the hearing of such 
appeals, asin Hz parte Dixon (28 Sorscrrors’ Journar, 497, 13 











indorse on the pirticulars his name or firm, and place of business, 


Q. B. D. 118). But im that case the Court of Appeal laid it 
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down that the official receiver ought not to appear, unless he had 
some special reason for so doing, and that, as a general rule, he 
would not be allowed his costs of appearance. We believe that a 

t number.of appeals from receiving orders have been disposed 
of without any service on thie official receiver. Possibly the rule 
Jaid down in Ex parte Divon has not merely discouraged the 
official receiver from appearing, but hus led to-the practice of not 
serving him with notice of appeals from receiving orders. The 
practice will, however, shortly be settled by the highest authority. 





Tue pecision of the Court of Appeal in Zomlinson v. Oon- 
solidated Credit and Mortgage Co. (Limited) (ante, p. 61) 
can hardly be ssid to make any new law, but it shews con- 
clusively thet a bill of sale holder can, if he has the grantor 
on bis side, defeat the lendlord’s right of distress. By 11 Geo. 2, 
c. 19, 8. 1, whenever any tenant or tenants of lands, in respect of 
which a rent is reserved, ‘shall fraudulently or clandestinely 
convey away or carry off or from such premises his, her, or their 

ds or chattels” in order to avoid a distress, the landlord may, 
within thirty days, follow them and seize them wherever they 
may be found. In terms this only applies to the tenant’s own 
goods, and it hardly requires authority to shew that the effect of 
the section must be so restricted. Such authority is to be found, 
however, as far back as 1816 in Thornton v. Adams (5 M. & 8, 
38), and upon this no doubt has ever been thrown. Moreover, 
though a tenant who removes his own goods in order to avoid a 
distress acts fraudulently within the meaning of the Act, and 
anyone who assists him makes himself liable, under section 3, for 
double the value of the goods, yet there is no fraud committed by 
a stranger, lawfully entitled to the goods, who removes them in 
order to defeat the landlord’s rights. Thus in Bach v. Meats (5 
M. & 8. 200) a creditor of a tenant, knowing that he was in dis- 
tressed circumstances, and in fear that the landlord would distrain, 
accepted some of the tenant’s goods in satisfaction of a bond fide 
debt, and removed them from the premises, it was held that he 
had lawfully become the owner of the goods, and was no party 
to a fraudulent removal. These two cases seem fully to cover the 
circumstances of the present one. A bill of sale had been given 
over furniture, and by this, of course, the ownership in it passed 
from the tenant to the bill of sale holder. After dark on quarter- 
day the latter seized the goods, and, with the tenant’s consent, 
removed them from the house forthwith. The next day a distress 
might have been put in, and the landlord brought the action 
against the bill of sale holders for an unlawful removal. But, 
clearly, neither were the goods the goods of the tenant within the 
statute, nor were the defendants in any way acting fraudulently 
in asserting their own rights to the prejudice of the landlord. 
The only substantial point, indeed, was whether the landlord was 
entitled to insist on the observance of section 13 of the Bills of 
Sale Act, 1882, which requires that goods seized under a bill of 
sale shall be allowed to remain on the premises for five days; but 
in Lane v. Tyler (56 L. J. Q. B. D. 461) it was pointed out that 
this was not intended to give the landlord any additional security, 
and that he had no title to complain if the tenant consented to 
waive the benefit of it. This was held to settle the matter, and 
it appears, therefore, that a bill of sale holder can make sure of 
ove a distress if only he takes care to make friends with his 
grantor. 





A case recently before the Court of Appeal seems to shew that 
some misapprehension prevails with regard to the time within 
which an appeal must be brought from an order made in chambers. 
Rule 15 of order 58 of the R. 8. C. provides that ‘no 
appeal to the Court of Appeal from any interlocutory order, or 
from any order, whether final or interlocutory, in any matter not 
being an action, shall, except by special leave of the Court of 
Appeal, be brought after the expiration of twenty-one days, and 
no other appeal shall, except by such leave, be brought after the 
expiration of one year. The said respective periods shall be calcu- 
lated, in the case of an appeal from an order in chambers, from 
the time when such order was pronounced, or when the appellant 
frat had notice thereof, and in all other cases from the time at 
which the judgment or order is signed, entered, or otherwise = 
fected, or, in the case of a refusal of an application, from the date 





of such re ” It will be remem’ that in Re Blyth and 
Young (13 Ch. D. 416) the Court of A : 
for appealing from an order upon a summons under section 9 of 
the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874, is the same time 
limited by the rule for appealing from an interlocutory order, and 
not that limited for appealing from a final judgment or order. In 
the 6th edition of Daniell’s Practice, vol. 2 (published in 1884), at 
p. 1285, the time for appealing from an in i 
in accordance with 15, with this exception, that 

above placed in italics are entirely omitted, and there is thus no 
reference to the distinction with regard to the time for appealing 
between orders made in court and orders mad 

the case to which we are now referring an order under section 9 
(not a refusal) had been made in chambers. The j 
that he had heard the case fully argued in chambers, and did not 
require any further argument in court, so that an appeal might be 
taken st once to the Court of Appeal. Notice of appeal was 
given within twenty-one days from the date of the entering of the 
order, but more than twenty-one days from the date on which the 
order was pronounced. An application was made to the Court of 
Appeal to extend the time for appealing, on the ground that the 
articled clerk of the appellant’s solicitors had been misled by the 
above statement in Daniell, which says nothing about the time for 
appealing in the case of an order made in chambers. The court 
refused the application. They thought the ground alleged for it 
insufficient, and said that, in order to ascertain the practice, soli- 
citors ought to look at the rules themselves, and not to rely upon 
statements in text-books. Our readers will do well, therefore, to 
take note of the fact that the time for appealing from an order 
made in chambers may, when the order is not a refusal of an 
application, be shorter than the time for appealing from a 
similar order made in court. 


: 





Tue pectsion of a divisional court in Schwartz v. Locket, which 
we report elsewhere, is open to misapprehension from the somewhat 
unguarded expressions which occur in the judgment. The court 
are stated to have held “that, in such a tenancy from year to year, 
there was no implied covenant for quiet enjoyment, and that it 
would be most unreasonable to assume that the law imposed an 
such condition in the case of a tenancy from year to year.” 
Nothing can be better established than that a contract for got 
enjoyment is implied by law on a parol tenancy (Bandy v. Cart- 
wright, 8 Ex. 913; Hall v. City of London Brewery Oo., 31 L. J. 
Q. B. 257, 2 B. & 8. 737). But it is equally well settled that 
this implied contract is limited to the duration of the landlord’s 
interest, and that, where he is a lessee, it does not extend beyond 
his lease (Adams v. Gibney, 6 Bing. 656; Penfold v. Abbott, 11 
W. R. 169). The case before the Divisional Court was one of 
an under-letting from year to year of premises held by the land- 
lord as lessee. On the expiration of the landlord’s lease, he and 
the under-tenant were evicted by the superior landlord, and the 
action was brought by the under-tenant against his iandlord for 
damages for the eviction. The case was, therefore, fully covered 
by Adams v. Gibney ; and the observations of the court must be 
taken only to refer to such a tenancy from year to year as was 
before them. The last ph of the judgment appears, indeed, 
to be a quotation from the judgment in Penfold v. Abbott. 








At the sitting of the Court of Appeal No. 2 on M morning, Lord 
esting Dewan Bedelia fof yeh Be pm A stated 
that, in consequence of the indisposition of his learned brother, the court 
would be unable to proceed with the 
matters, and that there would be 
ae the members of the bar lordship added :—‘' My brother, 
Lord Justice Fry, and myself both desire to direct general attention to 
what I do not hesitate to call the foul air we are habitually condemned to 
breathe in this court, and against which we have protested and 

for years, but in vain. During the last week all of the Lords Justices 
eltting in this branch of the court have been suffering from i, and Shere 
has been a diffoulty in keeping the court going, 

number has been o uch 


the atmosphere su) 
On a subsequent two windows of the court were opened, as the Zimes 
says, to the great inconvenience of the 


who were com to sit between the windows in the draught 


external air w 
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RECEIVERSHIPS IN THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 


Ir is due to solicitors that some statement of the costs allowable in 
these cases should be published by authority, for all the scales of 
which are given in the various books on taxation are mis- 
leading and useless in this matter. The necessary information is 
only, to be found in a table in MS., which has to be followed, as 
far as it goes, by the master for the time being who takes all these 
icular taxations, and who hands it over to his successor on 
giving up the duty. The sort of discretion which he should use as 
to items which the table does not include must be made out from a 
study of what has been done by his predecessors, as appearing from 
taxed bills procured for examination from the taxing office. 
Solicitors, therefore, having no guide as to the charges to be made, 
continually bring in bills, drawn in perfect good faith, which are 
to a great extent inadmissible, and they are necessarily displeased 
when as much, perbaps, as two-thirds, or more, of the amount is 
disallowed. In other cases bills are made out, with the best pos- 
sible intentions, at extreme length, this being the only means of 
covering the unknown items which the master will pass. And for 
the same reason it not infrequently happens that bills are brought 
for taxation in an incomplete form, and the master is asked to fill 
in detsils and figures; a request which, considering the circum- 
stances, is extremely reasonable and proper. 
Before the publication by authority of any table of fees, it may 
be as well that the existing list, which is not a long one, should 
be reviewed, so that if any alterations are found to be desirable, 
they may be made. The only sort of basis on which the list, as it 
stands, seems to be foucded is that the defendant should pay most 
of the expenses of the receivership; and effect is given to this 
rather voeguely-indicated principle by making certain particular 
items, taken arbitrarily, chargeable against him. But the taxing 
master cannot invariably disallow all other charges but these. For 
when, as, of course, continually happens, the receivership estate is 
incumbered, the receiver is often absolutely obliged, just as a trus- 
tee under analogous circumstances would be, to do a number of 
acts under legal direction or through legal agency. The judge who 
appoints the receiver cannot, in many cases, know what an 
exuberant crop of costs his order will raise, since the whole cir- 
cumstances of the estate have not, as is likely enough, been fully 
ascertained by the pleintiff at the time when the appointment is 
made. In a case recently before me, which was not by any means 
of an exceptional character, the costs of the receivership up to the 
time of bringing in the first account amounted, after the taxation 
of a scrupulously moderate bill, to within a few pence of £40. The 
judgment debt, with costs, was for just under £295. The yearly 
income of the estate was too precarious to be estimated at any 
definite figures, but it was clear enough that such fragments of it 
as might happen to remain after satisfying the interest on the 
earlier incumbrances, would go but a very little way at a time 
towards reducing the judgment debt. In this instance the plaintiff 
was hardly, perhaps, much advantaged by the appointment of a 
receiver, and his solicitor was but poorly paid for his trouble. The 
defendant svffered to the extent which has been mentioned, and 
although the worst for him is past, receivership expenses have ex- 
cellent staying powers, and may be trusted to keep going even to a 
point a little beyond the eventual discharge of the receiver. 

It may possibly be worth while to consider whether costs in all 
receiverships might not well be limited by order to some fixed sum, 
as is already done in cases where the judgment debt is of any 
amount between £50 and £100, or to some sum bearing not more 

‘than a certain proportion to the debt; in either case all further 
costs properly incurred to be as between solicitor and client (the 
plaintiff and not the receiver being taken to be the client), with 
power, however, to the taxing master to make the defendant 
accountable for expenses occasioned by any act or default of his 
for which no sufficient justification is made out. The solicitor’s 
remuneration would thus be put on a much more proper and 
comfortable footing than now; and it would be all the better that 
the plaintiff should be led by a slight, but not unfair, shifting of 
the incidence of expense to count the cost to himself of procuring 
a receivership in cases where the debtor’s estate is so circumstanced 
that, if a@ receiver is brought in to meddle with it, much of the 
income will be inevitably set running to waste in proceedings 


UNDERTAKINGS TO RETURN COSTS. 


Aw interesting discussion took place in the Court of Appeal on 
Wednesday, upon the application of the Attorney-General in 
Attorney-General v. Emerson for a stay of execution for costs, 
pending an appeal to the House of Lords, unless the defendants’ 
solicitor gave an undertaking to return them in the event of the 
appeal proving successful. It was suggested that i: was the 
practice of the court to require such an undertaking to be given, 
but, although the existence, or rather, perhaps, the correctness, of 
any such practice was emphatically repudiated, it may be doubted 
whether the question was quite threshed out. 

The modern history of the matter begins with the case of 
Justice v. Mersey Steel Oo. (1 C. P. D. 575), in 1876, where 
it was held that ord. 58, r. 16, of the R. 8. C., 1875, which is 
identical with the corresponding rule of R. 8. C., 1883, applied 
only to appeals from the High Court to the Court of Appeal ; 
consequently, inasmuch as the old practice with regard to appeals 
to the House of Lords had not been altered, the procedure as to 
giving bail in error was still in force, and applications to enlarge 
the time for doing this had to be made, not to the Court of Appeal, 
but to that division of the High Court to which the action was 
attached. Then came the Appellate Jurisdiction Act, 1876, section 
11 of which provided that error should no longer lie to the House 
of Lords, but that appeals should be taken there only in the manner 
prescribed by the Act. The effect of this, as was pointed out in 
The Khedive (5 P. D. 1), was to abolish also the old practice as to 
bail in error, and so to render inapplicable the decision in Justice v. 
Mersey Steel Co. At the same time James, L.J., said that the 
Court of Appeal was now the proper court to which an application 
ought to be made for stay of execution, and the respondent’s 
solicitor was required, apparently as a matter of course, to 
give an undertaking to repay the costs. Aud in Hamill 
v. Lilley (19 Q. B. D. 83) a@ considered judgment was 
given confirming the rule thus laid down as to the Court 
of Appeal being the proper one to which to apply. It 
may be assumed, then, that the old practice as to giving bail 
in error under section 151 of the Common Law Procedure Act, 
1852, is quite abolished, though the contrary is stated in the 
Annual Practice (at p. 784), and the question arises as to what 
other procedure, if any, has taken its place. 

Upon this head the authorities may be said to begin with Merry v. 
Nickalis (L. R. 8 Ch. 205), in 1873 (though this was anterior to the 
abolition of procedure in error), and the Court of Appeal there said 
that, on appeal to the House of Lords, the cosets of the suit ought to 
be paid according to the decree, the respondent’s solicitor undertak- 
ing to repay if so required. The authority of this case has been 
repeatedly recognized as binling with regard both to appeals to 
the House of Lords and to appeals to the Court of Appeal. As 
to the former, the Court of Appeal said in Morgan v. Elford (4 
Ch. D. 388), in 1879, that they could not alter the practice 
established by Merry v. Nickalls, and in Wilson v. Church (12 
Ch. D. 454) the solicitor’s undertaking was spoken of as the 
usual one. And as to the latter, the precedent of Merry v. 
Nickalls was followed by the Court of Appeal in Cooper v. 
Cooper (2 Ch. I). 492), and by Bacon, V.C., in Hames v. Hacon 
(W. N., 1881, p. 4). Also in Williams v. Mercier (26 Soxtcrrors’ 
Journar, 530) the late Master of the Rolls seems to have treated 
the solicitor’s undertaking in an appeal to the House of Lords as 
a matter of course. This being so, there can hardly be a doubt 
as to the judicial recognition of the practice under discussion, and 
it is a little startling to find it now laid down that its existence 
is inconsistent with the discretion which, under ord. 58, r. 16, 
has to be exercised by the court in each particular case. In 
ordinary appeals, however, this must be taken to be the case, and 
henceforth it seems that a solicitor will be entitled to his 
costs absolutely, unless special reasons are shewn why the 
party paying them has not the full security for repayment that he 
is entitled to. In Attorney-General v. Emerson such special reason 
was held to exist in the fact that one of the defendants was a 
person of no means, although the other was a substantial man, the 
plaintiff having a right to rely on the solvency of both. 

But, as to appeals to the House of Lords, the matter deserves 
further consideration. It was the suggestion of the court, made in 





which will bring no reasonably commensurate advantage to any- 
body. T. W. Extz. 


the course of argument, that the application was under ord. 58, 
r. 16, but it is clear that that order, taken generally, applies only 
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appeals to the Court of Appeal, and that this is so with regard 
she 16 we have already seen to have been held in Tustioe v. 
Mersey Steel Oo. (supra). If such is the case, the discretion con- 
ferred by that rule clearly does not apply, and it would seem that, 
since the abolition of bail in error, there is nothing left to govern 
appeals to the House of Lords except the rule laid down, as above 
stated, in Merry v. Nickalls. The fact remains, however, that 
the Court of Appeal refused to be guided by it, and professed to 
exercise @ discretion instead under ord. 58, r. 16. 








THE LAW OF NEGLIGENCE AND THE MAXIM 
VOLENTI NON FIT INJURIA. 


Tur cask Of Membery v. Great Western Railway Co. (14 App. 
(as. 179), which recently came before the House of Lords, is 
an example of the extraordinary length to which some of the 
judges seem inclined to carry the existing tendency to make 
employers responsible for injuries happening to employés in the 
course of the work which they are employed to do. If it were not 
for the fact that the judge did leave the case to the jury, and that 
two judges sitting in the Divisional Court did hold that the case was 
rightly left to the jury, we should have thought it absolutely in- 
credible that such could be the case. Fortunately, the Court of 
Appeal not being altogether prepared as yet to hold it to be a 
universal proposition of law that, whenever an accident happens 
to a workman or labourer, under whatever circumstances, some 
company or other employer in a more affluent position shall com- 

sate him for his injuries, they reversed the decision below, and 
the House of Lords has affirmed their judgment. 

The facts were these. The defendants, a railway company, 
agreed with a contractor that he should shunt their trucks upon 


their line, and should supply horses and men for that purpose, the | p 


company to provide boys to assist in the shunting, when they had 
them, and, when they had not, the shunting to be done without 
boys. For several years the plaintiff, as the servant of the con- 
tractor (not of the defendants), shunted trucks on the company’s 
line, sometimes with, and sometimes without, boys. The operation 
of shunting is dangerous to any man performing it without assist- 
ance. The plaintiff on one occasion asked the defendants’ foreman 
for a boy, but, as he could not provide one, proceeded to shunt 
trucks alone, and, without any negligence on his part, was injured 
by a truck running over bim. Mr. Justice Manisry, at the trial, 
left to the jury the questions whether it was reasonably the duty 
of the defendants to supply a boy; whether they neglected the 
duty ; whether the accident was caused by such negligence; and 
whether the plaintiff was guilty of contributory negligence. The 
jury in due course answered all the questions in favour of the 
plaintiff, and the learned judge gave judgment accordingly. The 
ruling of the learned judge was upheld in the Divisional Court by 
Marnew and A. L. Sura, JJ.; but the Court of Appeal reversed 
their decision, and entered judgment for the defendants, and the 
House of Lords affirmed the judgment of the Court of Appeal, on 
the ground that there was no evidence for the jury of any negli- 
gence or breach of duty on the part of thedefendants towards the 
plaintiff. Lord Hatssvry, C , and Lord Bramwett also held that 
the plaintiff could not recover because he had voluntarily done the 
work with full knowledge of the risk he ran. 

We cannot help sharing in the regret expressed by the Lord 
Chancellor that an action in which there was so absolutely no case 
should have gone from a court of assize to the Divisional Court, 
thence to the Court of Appeal, and ultimately to the House of 
Lords. It is really quite alarming, when one comes to consider 
the almost socialistic extension of liability involved in the view 
taken by the Divisional Court in this case. The logical result of 
that view really seems to us to come to this, that, if I engage a 
man to do for me work on my premises which is dangerous, but the 
danger of which is not in any way concealed from him, he being as 
well aware of it as I am, and he in doing the work is injured, I 
am responsible, even though it was the very description of work he 
was engaged to do and paid for doing. Of course we do not say 
that the Divisional Court held this as a proposition of law, but it 
seems to us that, if they were right, it would be very difficult to 
stop short of it. It is to be observed that this was not a case in 
which the relation of master and servant existed between the de- 


fendants and the plaintiff. We do not know that the case would 
have been altered if it had existed, but possibly it might, in that 
case, have been somewhat more plausibly that there was a 
duty towards the i? cast on the defendants. The plaintiff 
was the servant of a contractor with whom the defendants con- 
tracted for the doing of the work, and, so far as we can see, could 
only be in as good a position as if he himself had been the con- 
tractor doing the work in person. The alleged duty must be that, 
whenever a man is employed by me to do something on my pre- 
mises which, if done without certain assistance or appliances, is 
dangerous, I am responsible for the provision of that assistance or 
those appliances. It is impossible to say that there is anything 
peculiar about human assistance. Any other appliance without 
which the work cannot be safely done must apparently stand on 
the same footing. 

If this represented the law, every householder would have cause 
for trembling indeed whenever he called in the services of builders, 
painters, glaziers, plumbers, chimney sweeps, and such like. 
Possibly, no doubt, something might turn on the employer's 
knowledge of the danger, but in many cases there would be just 
enough for the class of judge whose earnest desire is to leave 
everything to the jury to leave to them as evidence of such 
knowledge. The employer, for instance, may have seen the glazier 
standing on the window sill without a boy to hold on to him, and, 
instead of immediately rushing off and hiring a boy for the purpose, 
may have heartlessly gone to the City as usual. We cannot see 
how the doctrine can really stop short of this. Everybody who 
hires anyone to do anything dangerous shall compensate him if he 
is injured, although the person employed knows of the danger 
when he undertakes the work, and therefore presumably the pay- 
ment covers the risk. It is not to be wondered at that in dealing 
with such a case as this the Lord Chancellor said that he felt 
embarrassed by the abundance of materials for shewing that the 
laintiff had no case. The case really admits of no discussion, and 
is of little or no legal interest. We have referred to it only as 
illustrating the absurd and dangerous lengths to which the doctrine 
of negligence is at the present day in danger of being carried in 
favour of workmen and employés. 

Though the case itself was not of any great legal interest, there 
were some interesting obiter observations in the judgments with 
regard to one of the problems raised by the cases of Thomas v. 
Quartermaine (35 W. R. 555, 18 Q. B. D. 685) and Yarmouth v. — 
France (36 W. R. 281, 19 Q. B. D. 647). That problem is 
whether, for the purpose of the application of the maxim Volenti 
non fit injuria, a man can ever be said to be nolens when he does 
the work by which he incurs the risk sciens. The veteran 
champion of individualism and old-fashioned political economy as 
against socialistic principles, Lord Bramwett, powerfully sup- 
ported the negative, but the Lord Chancellor and Lord Heascuett 
expressly reserved the question. This problem tends to run into 
metaphysical subtleties, and there is a certain ambiguity about the 
terms used in relation to it which tends to some confusion. We 
think it absolutely clear, as Lord Bramweit says, that, in any 
accurate sense of the term, a man can never, in the absence of 
physical compulsion or duress, be said to do anything nolens. The 
popular expression by which a man is said to do a thing un- 
willingly will not, in our opinion, bear the test of logical analysis 
for a moment. 

So far all appears to us straight sailing, but this way of putting 
the case perhaps hardly meets the contention on the other side, 
properly stated ; which is that, though a person may voluntarily 
do the act which immediately subjects him to the risk, he yet may 
not be volens in the sense in which the term is used in the maxim. 
We are not sure that voluntarily doing a thing by which a risk is 
incurred and voluntarily incurring the risk are necessarily 
identical things under all circumstances. Taking the instance of 

Yarmouth v. France, no one could say that the plaintiff there 
involuntarily drove the horse; what was said was that he did not 
voluntarily incur the risk, in the sense that he did not assent to 
the use of a vicious and dangerous horse as part of his employer's 
plant. The proposition that seems to us to underlie this part of 
Lord Bramwett’s argument is that, if the risk would not be 
incurred but for the act of the plaintiff done voluntarily with 
knowledge of the danger, the case comes within the maxim 
Volenti non fit injuria. We doubt whether that proposition is 





quite so clear as might perhaps be supposed. The true sense of 
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the word “‘volens” in the maxim may be “assenting to that 
which, in the absence of such assent, would be an injuria.” The 
whole question seems really to depend on what constitutes injuria 
under the Employers’ Liability Act. We propose to return to 
this subject at an early opportunity. ‘ 








LEGISLATION OF THE YEAR. 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES. 
(Frrenpiy Socrerres Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vicor. ©. 22.)) 


This is a short Act repealing and re-enacting in a slightly different 
form the Friendly Societies Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 66). It pro- 
vides in certain cases for exemption from the provisions of section 30 of 
the Friendly Societies Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 60). According to 
these, friendly societies which receive contributions by means of col- 
lectors at a greater distance than ten miles from the registered office 
of the society are subject to special regulations. Members on joining 
are to receive copies of the rules and printed policies; no forfeiture 
is to be incurred by a member through default in paying a contribu- 
tion until a written or printed notice has been sent to him stating a 
time and place for payment to be made so as to avoid forfeiture; no 
person can be transferred from one society to another without his 
written consent; no ee is to bea ee of the committee po 
management; there is to one gen meeting every year, 0 
been: Fy wes notice is to be given ; and balance-sheets are to be pre- 
pared for the inspection of members. It has never been quite clear 
why these and the other provisions of the section were not made 
applicable to all friendly societies alike, instead of being restricted 
im the manner above described. The one relating to forfeiture on 
default in payment was intended to guard against the system of 
encouraging forfeitures and lapses, and might well be universal ; 
while every society may properly be required to hold annual mectings 
and prepare balance-sheets. It was provided, however, by the Act 
of last year that, in the case of a society constituted in the manner 
described in section 30 of the Act of 1875, the Chief Registrar of 
Friendly Societies might grantit a certificate of exemption from the 
provisions of that section, though, as a preliminary, he must be 


of advantage or convenience to its members. In the present 


this irement is omitted, but, instead of it, the approval of 
the Lords issi of the Treasury is to be given before the 
certificate is ted. Moreover, the registrar must be of opinion 


that the society is not one to which the provisions of section 30 
ought to apply. The certificate of exemption may be revoked, and 
that purpose, under the Act of 1888, notice of revocation must 
have been transmitted to and received by the sosiety. It is now 
enacted that the notice must be advertized in the London Gazette and 
a local newspaper, and also sent by registered letter to the registered 
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THE NEW BOARD OF AGRICULTURE, 
(Boab or AGRICULTURE ACT, 1889 (52 & 53 Vicr. c. 30) ). 
This Act establishes a Board of Agriculture and provides, inter alia, 
for the transfer to it of certain statutory powers and duties now 
in the Privy Council and the Land Conmissioners. By 
section 2 (a) it takes over from the Privy Council the administration 
of the Destructive Insects Act, 1877, and the various Contagious 
Diseases (Animals) Acts from 1878 to 1886. But the most im t 
es is introduced by section 2 (}), which transfers to the new 
the ers and duties of the Land Commissioners. This is 
done to a list of statutes contained in part 2 of the first 
to the Act, and which appears to include all those under 
which the commissioners have exercised their powers. They are the 
Tithe Acts, Tent with the Tithe Commutation 
Act, 1836 (6&7 4, ¢. 71), and including several local Acts; the 
Copyhold Acts from 1641 to 1887; the Inclosure Acts from 1845 
downwards; the Drainage and Improvement of Land Acts; and s 
of miscellancous Acts, public and private. The Act also 
course, for the transfer of the Land Commissioners and the 
ed under them vole Board See This is 
persons employed, section 9 (2), section 10, 
a after the establishment of a board no new 
Land shall be vinted, also enacts that the present 
— J antignell cach ition in or under the board 
Mejesty may direct, provided that their present position shall 
- aaeecnrme for the worse. ae : 
Besides the statutory powers thus transferred, the new board has 
various general powers iven to it. waser sotten 3 18) 3 fen to 
i ing to agriculture and forestry, and 
: education in matters, while under 
(4) it may sid in making inquiries, experiments, and 
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research. Section 3 confers upon it general powers with regard § 
the muzzling and control of dogs. Moreover, under section 4 th 
Queen in Council may from time to time transfer to it any statutory 
powers and duties of other Government Departments which appeg 
to relate to agriculture and forestry, and to be of an administratiy, 
character. Orders for this purpose must be laid before Parliament 
in the usual way. 

The second schedule contains a list of various statutes repealed, 
These consist of the enactments relating to the appointment, &c., of 
the Land Commissioners, and their predecessors, the Inclosure Com. 
missioners, Copyhold Commissioners, and Tithe Commissioners. In 

articular, the first five sub-sections of section 48 of the Settled 

and Act, 1882, under which these three bodies were replaced b 
the one body of Land Commissioners, are repealed, but the gen 
powers of these last to provide for the execution of improvements 
on settled land given by sub-section (6) of the same section are, of 
course, preserved and transferred to the new board. 
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OPTION OF PURCHASE IN BUILDING LEASES OF SETTLED 
LAND. 


(SETTLED Land Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vior. co. 36) ). 


This is a short Act providing that building leases and agreements 
for building leases under the Settled Land Act, 1882, may contain an 
option for purchase by the lessee. Such a course was allowed by 
Chitty, J., in Re Cardigan, Cardigun v. Curzon-Howe (Wolsten- 
holme & Turner’s Conveyancing and Seiiled Land Acts, p. 233), 
where he authorized a tenant for life to grant building leases for 
ninety-nine years, with an option to purchase the fee simple within 
five years at twenty-five years’ purchase. But as the authors of the 
work referred to point out, it is difficult to see how such an option 
was authorized by the Act of 1882, and accordingly express legislative 
sanction has now been given. The time within which the option is to 
be exercised is not to exceed ten years, and the price, which must be 
fixed at the time of making the lease or agreement for the lease, is to 
be the best which, having regard to the rent fixed, can be reasonably 
obtained. It may be either a fixed sum of money or a sum equivalent 
to a stated number of years’ purchase of the highest rent reserved. 
The money, when received, is to be capital money under the Settled 
Land Act, 1882. 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 
AFFIDAVIT OF NO SETTLEMENT. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—The text-books lay down as a principle of English law that 
there is no wrong without a remedy, and then promptly proceed to 
explain away a doctrine which, were it literally true, would make 
England a very Utopia. The remedy of the educated Englishman, 
when he has no other, is to write to the Times, and though he may 

et no redress, he often feels some relief when he sees a narrative of 

is grief in print. On that principle I am about to ask you to give 
publicity to what strikes me as about as absurd an illustration of red 
tape triumphant as it is easy to find. 

In an administration suit among the persons interested in the funds 
in court were several married ladies, and, with a view to the hearing 
on farther consideration, I filed affidavits in the common form—in 
some cases, of no settlement, in others, exhibiting the settlements. 
As the amount distributable is not very large, and the settlemearts are 
somewhat numerous and lengthy, I myself made an affidavit to which 
they were all exhibited, and stated that none of them in any way 
affected the respective interests of the ladies in the fund in court. 

One of the affidavits of no settlement was made by the lady alone, 
and an objection was promptly taken that it was insufficient because 
her husband did not join in it. The only answer to this is, that 
anyhow the husband cannot make one now, as he has died since the 
last affidavit was sworn. Willit be credited, however, that the regis- 
trar insists upon her re-swearing as a widow the affidavit she swore a 
few months ago as a wife, because the one she made when her hus- 
band was alive is ‘‘ bad” ! 

Again, the registrar declines to be content with my affidavit as to 
the effect of the settlements, since, while he admits that it would be 
sufficient if the order had been made in chambers, he alleges that 
where an order for the division of a fund is mage in court, the certi- 
ficate of counsel will alone suffice as to the meaning of the settle- 
ments. 

If, Sir, some modern humourist bad told such a tale of the present 
practice of the court he would have been accused of either ignorance 
or prevarication ; but while it has its comic, it has its serious 
side, That suitors should be mulcted in costs to satisfy such whims 
—I can call them nothing else—as I have mentioned seems to me an 
evil which a reforming Lord Chancellor might occupy himself to 
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remedy with far more advan to the public, if not to the profes- 
gion, than will ever be obtained from some of the so-called reforms 
for which he chiefly is responsible. H. 
Hereford, Nov. 25. 
not our esteemed correspondent a little hard on the registrar, 
ing we imagine, is bound to have regard to rules of practice, 
which are not always in accordance with common sense P—Ep. 8. J.] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal, 
GLASSCOCK v. BALLS—No. 1, 21st November. 


Bu or Excuancze—Promissony Nors—OotiaTekaL Szcurrry—Bona Five 
Houipsr ror VALUE. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Lord Coleridge, C.J., at the 
Oambridge Aesizes. In May, 1883, the defendant was indebted to one 
Wayman in the sum of £641 11s. 9d., as security for which Wayman held 
the plaintiff’s promissory note payable to his order on demand for the 
gum of £289 9s. 94. Wayman desired further security, and the defendant 
executed a mortgage to him of certain property to secure the whole 
amount of his debt. Wayman signed a memorandum stating that he held 
the promissory note as a collateral security for the debt. On May 12, 
1883, Wayman transferred the mortgage by a statutory transfer to one 
Hall for £700, and on May 6, 1884, he indorsed the promissory note to the 
plaintiff to secure a debt of £200 due from him to the plaintiff. It was 
admitted that the plaintiff had no notice of the mortgage. Wayman had 
since paid the plaintiff £60, and the present action was brought against 
the defendant on the promissory note to recover the balance of £140 due 
from Wayman to the plaintiff. Lord Ooleridge, O.J., gave judgment for 
the plaintiff, and the defendant appealed. 

Tue Courr (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Linpiey and Lorrs, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the ——. Lord Esuzr, M.R., said that primd facie a bond fide indorsee 
for value of a promissory note was entitled to sue the maker. In order to 
escape this liability, the maker of the note must bring himeelf within 
some recognized rule of law. In this case he endeavours to bring himself 
within the principle laid down in Bartram v. Caddy (9 Ad. & E. 275). In 
that case itjwas held that if, after the maker of a promissory note -_ 
it, and it had come back unto his hands, he reissued it, a bond fide holder 
for value could not sue upon it. But the reason of that decision was to 
be found in the Stamp Acts. The note when reissued was a fresh note, 
and consequently required a stamp, and if it were not stamped it was not 
a ey le instrument and could not re by indorsement. The 
principle laid down by that case only applied where there was a reissue 
of the note. There could be no reissue unless the note came back into 
the power and control of the original maker. If it were current, even 
though it had been paid, there was nothing to prevent a bond jide indorsee 
for value from suing the maker upon it. Here, however, there had been 
nothing which amounted to payment of the note. It had never been 
= and had never returned into the hands or power of the maker. There- 
lore it could not be reissued. The principle relied upon, therefore, was 
not applicable, and the ordinary rule prevailed. Linpiey, L.J., said that 
there was no defence either at law or in equity upon the facts of the case. 
As between Wayman and the defendant, no doubt Wayman could be 
ray oar from suing him on the pro note in any other capacity 

an that of a trustee for Hall, but there had been no payment or re- 
issue of the note, and a holder for value without notice was entitled to 
sue upon it. Lorzs, L.J., concurred.—Oounsg, Zindal Atkinson ; Horace 
Browne. Souicrrors, Francis &: Thomas Smith ¢ Sons, for W. Peed, Cam- 
bride; Zorr, Janeways, Gribble, ¢ Oddie, for Lyon, Cambridge. 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. EMERSON—No. 1, %7th November. 


Practice—Arrrat To Hovss or Lornps—Sray or Procespincs—Unpgr- 
TAKING BY Souicrror To Raerurn 


In this caee an application was made for a stay of execution 
the —_— to the House of Lords, unless the defendant’s solicitor woul 
give his personal pong to return the costs if the — was euc- 
cessful. The case was h in the Court of A in December last, 
when the court reversed the decision of the Divisional Court and gave 
judgment for the defendants. There was now an appeal from that 
oudanhion penctioe tn tio couch to quah a cy of praausling wikes Se 
es practice in this co grant a s' esa the 
solicitor would give his personal undertaking to Seem the costs in the 
event of the appeal being successful. 

Tur Covrr (Lord Esuan, M.R., and Linptay and Lorrs, L.JJ.) re- 
fused to recognize any such practice. Lord Esunur, M.R., said that the 
application was made under ord. 58, r, 16. That rule gave a discretion, 
an absolute judicial discretion, to the court to grant a stay or not. The 
rule was binding on the court, and it could not be limited by prac- 
tice, There was no such practice as suggested, and the courts had no 
authority or power to alter the rule by any The court had an 
absolute discretion in each case to grant a stay or not as they thought 
right under the particular clroumstauces, The rule was made on con- 
sideration of the rights of solicitors, and in order to get rid of the 
rule that the granting of a rule nisi always operated as a atay of proceed- 





ings. Lixpuey, LJ., said that be protested against the notion of any 

limitation being impose on the 

Leen ts hake — LSD an ute ae denen 
on an was apy court down rules 

oe tise ite future exercise of that discretion. 


it. eve wes no cach ponettes, ane Cees saan ee nae See ees 
as was now suggested, and he demurred entirely to the that 
such a practice had ever or could ever é 

Counszt, Sir R. B. Webster, A.G., and Ingle Joyce; Stuart Moore. 


tors, 7. W, Gorst ; F. EB. Goodhart. 
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—Vauiprry—Oompanres Act, 1862, s. 51. 
against a decision of Chitty, J. (ante, p. the 
question being w Ther iid notice hed bean Fy pent ee oan 
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means of a sale to a new company. 


company provided that seven days’ notice in specifying 

dey od ou of mento ann tn ce vec sna te geen 

nature of su: ven to mem) lore any 
directors and the volun- 


meeting. By this action, to which some of the 
tary liquidator of the company were defendants, the plaintiff 
behalf of himself and all the other shareholders except the 
claimed a declaration that the resolutions 
, and an injunction to restrain the defendants from carrying 
to effect. The resolutions purported to have been passed and confirmed 
at general meetings held respectively on the 12th of July and the 29th of 
July. The question was as to the validity of the notice 
ing of the 29th of July. On 
the shareholders a notice of 
at a given time and place on 
preabations fee the voluntary Heniistion ond scomnientn <2 
pany, and the notice also 
pened Do came Ge Se Geen Se 
to a subsequen' iey Gast ane 
will be held on the 29th of July, 889, at the same time 
meeting of the 12th of July having been held and the 
poset, the conpeny, oo Se Ie oe sent by 
older a copy of a newspaper, containing a full report of 
in each paper so sent a special mark was placed against the 
perpee of cine Oe Oe oe a U 
the plaintiff for an interim injunction, , J. 
the second meeting was in an 
he granted the injunction. He was SS Sea 
the notice was, that, in the event of the resolutions being passed at 
first meeting, the second 
the second meeting, a 
And the defect was not cured by the subsequent sending of the 
to the shareholders, which was not a notice emanating from the company’s 


office. 

Tur Covrr (Bowsn and Far, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
L.J., said that the appellant’s counsel asked the 
might he called a ‘‘ benevolent” construction on the notice, so as 
effect to matters which were and bend Ade transacted at the 
meeting, and prevent the injury w would result to 
disturbing what had been done. In his lordship 
sible to put a ‘‘ benevolent’’ construction w 
mercial matters, but the court was bound to consider 


man of basiness would mesasnaiiy put on Ge 
received it. The test was this— was the fair 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re NEWTON'S SETTLED ESTATES—Kay, J., 25th November. 


Serrizy Lanp—Oarrrat—ImproveMENTs—RENT-CHARGE PAYABLE TO LAND 
Commassionsrs—Evipencs or Nature or ImprovEMENTS—IMPROVEMENT 
or Lanp Act, 1864—Serrizp Lanp Act, 1882, s. 25—Setriep Lanp 
Act Amenpment Act, 1887, ss. 1, 2. 


Adjourned summons asking for a declaration that trustees might apply 
_ capitalin payment of such partas represented principal of, first, rent- charges 
due to the Inclosure Commissioners for money borrowed for land drainage, 
and, secondly, of a rent-charge payable under an order made by the 
Land Commissioners on the 21st of June, 1883, and intituled under the 
Improvement of Land Act, 1864, and the Settled Land Act, 1882. Kay, 
J., on the 18th of June, 1889, authorized certain payments in respect of 
the land drainage rent-charge, and directed the second part of the sum- 
mons to stand over for further evidence, shewing that the work done 
came within the description of improvements given in section 25 of the 
Settled Land Act, 1882. The Land Commissioners’ ins r of works 
had made a certificate in April, 1883, in which he stated that the work 
consisted of new farm buildings, a new roof to a cow-house, conversion of 
a barn into a cow-house, a new cow-house, and re-arrangement of build- 
ings; that £1,994 10s. 3d. had been expended in executing the works in 
accordance with specifications approved by the Land Commissioners; and 
that, in his opinion, the works ‘‘ will produce a permanent improvement 
in the yearly value of the land exceeding the yearly amount proposed to 
be charged thereon.’”’ It was found impossible to obtain satisfactory 
evidence of the nature of the works executed; but it was contended that 
the certificate was sufficient to shew that the works were permanent 
improvements within the Settled Land Act, 1882. 

Kar, J., said that the Improvement of Land Act, 1864, was wider in 
its scope than the Settled Land Act, 1882, and works might be included 
in the former which would not come within the latter. There was no 
evidence here that the work done was not work for which the tenant for 
life was liable, or that it was within the description of improvements 
given in section 25 of the Act of 1882, and without such evidence he 
could not authorize the trustees to apply capital in payment of the rent- 
charge to the Land Oommissioners. The latter part of the summons 
therefore, be dismissed.—Covnszet, Renshaw, Q.C., and Geare ; 
Parker. Soutcrrors, Geare, Son, & Pease, for Robotham ¢ Co., 


Hi 


Re JOSEPH HODGSON’S CHARITY—Kay, J., 22nd November. 


— Cuarrry Lanns — Power or Cnariry Commissioners To 
ENFORCE OsEDIENCcE TO ORDERS MADE BY THEM—ATTACHMENT—OONTEMPT 
or CovetT—ALiormests Extension Act, 1882, ss. 4, 10. 


This was stated to be the first case in which 1t had been found necessary 
to enforce by attachment an crder made by the Charity Commissioners 
under section 10 of the Allotments Extension Act, 1882. That Act 
provides, by section 4, that trustees of lands vested in them for the benefit 
of the poor shall give public notice of their willingness to let part thereof 
for allotments; and, by section 10, that, if they neglect to do so, an 

may be made by four or more labourers of the parish to the 

come fine who shall inquire into the matter and make an 
order te zemedy the neglect, and that such order may be enforced in like 
manner as an order made by them under the Charitable Trusts Acts. By 
section 14 of the Charitable Trusts Act, 1853, any person refusing to 
comply with an order of the board is made liable to attachment for 
oo ge court; and section 9 of the Charitable Trusts Amendment 
Act, , contains similar provisions. The question now arose on a 
motion by the Charity Commissioners for liberty to issue a writ of attach- 
Lee for contempt of court in not complying with the 
requirements of an order made by them. Henry Lee was the survivin 
trustee of the charity, and the commissioners, on receiving a mem 
from four working men asking for allotments on the estate of the charity, 
wrote to him to take the necessary steps for setting apart and letting a 
portion of the estate according to the provisions of section 4 of the 
Allotments Extension Act, 1882, On the 26th of July, 1889, the commis- 
sioners made a compulsory order under section 10 of the Act. This order 
‘was made in the matter of the charity and of the Act of 1882 and of the 
Charitable Truste Acts, 1853 to 1887, and was addressed to Lee. It recited 
that the lands were vested in him for the benefit of the poor of the 

and that three-fourths of the rents and produce were distributed 
amongst them, but the lands were not otherwise used for the benefit of 
the ; and that certain persons, of whom four at least were 
cof pen to the commissioners stating that he, the 
ref to give the statutory notice as to allotments; and the 
order directed Lee forthwith to take proceedin 


| 


} 


for letting part of the 
land in allotments, and warned him that, in ult, he would be liable to 
be proceeded agsinst for contempt of court under the 


provisions of the 
Act, 1853, the Charitable Trusts Amendment Act, 
took no steps to carry out the order, and the commissioners 
to iesue a writ of attachment. Lee now appeared, 

hat the commissioners were entitled to the writ, Dat he 

EN ene eke tae, since the service of the notice of motion, 
all that could be done to eg with the order, and was ready to 

out ite provisions in future. also submitted to pay all the costs 


Nov, 30, 1880, 


DE FRANCESCO v. BARNUM AND OTHERS—Ohitty, J., 22nd November, 


Insunction — Inrancy — AprprENticesHirp — THEATRICAL APPRENTICESHD 
—Covenant BY INFANT TO PERFORM. 


In this case the question arose whether covenants contained jp 
apprenticeship deeds were enforceable by injunction against the 
apprentices. The apprenticeship deeds were made in 1886 between the 
plaintiff, the proprietor of an establishment for teaching stage dancing, 
two girls of twelve and fourteen, and their mother, who was a widow, 
The period of Fa gare ey Was seven years, and the deeds contained 
covenants by the plaintiff to qualify the girls ‘‘ in the higher branches of 
the choreographic art,” and to pay them for engagements in London 
and the suburbs certain small sums, and for performances abroad 5s. 
week, and in the case of the latter class of engagements to also provide 
board and lodging. The deeds contained a provision that the services of 
the apprentice should be entirely at the plaintiff’s disposal, and that the 
apprentice should not, during the term of seven years, enter into pro. 
fessional engagements without the permission in writing of the plaintiff, 
No premium was paid, and the parent undertook to provide certificates 
under the Education Acts. There was also a provision that on non. 
compliance with any provision in the deed, the plaintiff might determine 
tho same and the parent be liable for £50 as liquidated damages. The 
apprentices had entered into an engagement with Barnum at Olympia, 
and the plaintiff moved for an interim injunction restraining the appren- 
tices from performing, and their mother and Barnum from allowing 
them to perform, at Olympia. 

Currry, J., said that he was giving a decision for the purposes of the 
motion only. He should rest his decision on the case of Gylbert v. Fletcher 
(Cro. Car. 179). In that case it was held that an action would not lie 
on covenant against an apprentice, for although an infant might 
voluntarily bind himself apprentice, yet neither at the common law nor by 
any words of the Statute of 5 Elizabeth a covenant or obligation of an 
infant for his apprenticeship could bind him, but if he misbehaved him- 
self the master might correct him in his service or complain to a justice 
of the peace-to have him punished according to the statute, but no 
remedy lay against an infant upon such a covenant. From the time of 
Charles I. until now Gylbert v. Fletcher had been treated in the text- 
books as a binding authority. As there was no remedy by damages, 
and equity followed the law, there could be no relief by injunction. At 
the present stage of the proceedings he did not propose to go into the 
question whether the covenant was for the infants’ benefit. He left that 

uestion unprejudiced. It might be that when the various statutes were 
Sothes examined some further explanation of Gylbert v. Fletcher might be 
forthcoming, but sitting, as he did, merely for the purpose of deciding an 
interlocutory motion, he was unable to see an escape from the authority, 
and was contented with it. He had to make a few observations on the 
recent case of Fellows v. Wood (59 L. T. 513) which had been relied 
upon by the plaintiff. He was of opinion that in that case the defend- 
ant was not an infant at the time of granting the injunction, and that 
the contract was one of service. After the expiration of the apprentice- 
ship the apprentice, having attained twenty-one, still continued to serve 
the plaintiff, but afterwards went away and served one of the plaintiff's 
customers for his own benefit. The injunction in Fellows v. Wood was 
really granted against a man of full age, who had acted on a contract 
after his infancy had determined. He refused the present motion, with 
costs to be costs in the action. His lordship also intimated that the 
covenant, if contained in a deed made between adults, was void, on the 
— of being in restraint of trade, the limitations being too wide.— 

unsEL, Romer, Q.0., and Kalisch; Byrne, Q.0., and Lemon; T. L. 
Wilkinson, Soxicrrors, Brandon § Nicholson ; Campbell, Reeves, § Hooper ; 
H. Levy. 


FRANCIS v. HARRISON—North, J., 23rd November. 


Practice—Panrtizs—TRvusTZE REPRESENTING BEN&FICIARIES—FORECLOSURE 
Action acatnst Trustzx-Mortcacezr—R. 8. 0., XVI, 8. 


The question arose in this case whether, under rule 8 of order 16, a 
trustee, who, as a mortgagee, is defendant to a foreclosure action, can 
represent his cestuis que trustent, so that they need not be made parties to 
the action. Rule 8 provides that “trustees, executors, and administra- 
tors may sue and be sued on behalf of or as representing the em ae or 
estate of which they are trustees or representatives, without joining any 
of the persons beneficially mterested in the trust or estate, and shall be 
considered as re mting such persons; but the court or a judge may, 
at any stage of the pr 8, order any of such persons to e 
ty either in addition to or in lieu of the previously existing parties.” 
the t case the plaintiffs were first mortgagees ; the defendants 
were, the mo: ‘ors; a second mortgagee, who was a trustee for other 
, and w been adjudicated a bankrupt; and the trustee in his 
Ccoivapier. No defences had been delivered, and the plaintiffs moved for 
a foreclosure judgment in default of pleading. The question was sub- 
mitted to the court, whether the trustee-mortgagce sufficiently represented 
his cestwis que trustent. Mills v. Jennings (13 Oh. D. 659) was referred 
to, and also Jennings v. Jordan (6 App. Oas. 698, 719), which was the same 
case on appeal to the House of Lords, In Mills v. Jennings, which was a 
redemption action, the Oourt of Appeal held that trustecs sufficiently 
represented their cestuis que trustent, and the House of Lords adopted 
the same view. Ootton, L.J., who delivered the judgment of the Court of 
Appeal (James, Baggallay, and Cotton, L.JJ.), after referring to Gold- 
amid ¥, BStonchewer (9 Hare App. 38), in which it was held ‘‘that, in 
suite relating to trustees did not sufficiently represent their 





Kar, J., directed that the motion should stand over generally, with 
Uberty to bring it on at any time on giving two } rome Xb = 
—— Dibtin ; Farwell. Sonacrrons, Olabon ; Paterson, Snow, Blozam, $ 





‘executor or otherwise, 


adult cestuis que trustent, unless it was probable that the trustee, from being 
had funds in hand sufficient to enable him to 
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Nov, 30, 1889. 
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— 
redeem,” said, ‘‘ but that case was a suit for foreclosure, in which the 
trustee was a defendant whom the plaintiff sought to foreclose ; and there 
is a reason in such a case for not giving the plaintiff the relief he seeks, 
unless he brings before the court all those interested in the equity of 
redemption who may probably have the means of redeeming the mort- 

. Here the plaintiff trustee is seeking to redeem, and the dismissal 
SFcis bill will be effectual in favour of the defendant Jennings, so as to 
prevent any further proceedings for redemption in respect of the pro- 
perty vested in the plaintiff as trustee.” 

Norra, J., held that in euch a case the trustee did not sufficiently 
represent the beneficiaries. The trustee, being a bankrupt, could not 
song - The observations of Cotton, L J., were precisely in point. Even 
if the trustee had been solvent there would have been great difficulty in 
holding that he sufficiently represented his cestuis gue trustent for the pur- 

of a foreclosure action. He might have no funds with which to 
redeem, and his cestuis que trustent ought not to be shut out. But, when 
the trustee was insolvent, it was clearly im ible to give judgment for 
foreclosure in the absence of the beneficiaries. The plaintiffs might have 
liberty to amend.—OounseL, Napier Higgins, Q.0., and B. Fossett Lock. 
Sourcrror, H. A. Dowse. 


Re GILES, THE REAL AND PERSONAL ADVANCE C0. v. MICHELL— 
North, J., 22nd November. 


Practice —Timze— Motion to Discnarck orn Vary ORDER MADE IN 
Ouampers—" Finan’? Ornper—Jvupicature Act, 1873, s. 50—R. 8. C., 


LVIIL., 15. 

This was a motion te vary an order which had been made in chambers 
upon an py ay summons. The plaintiffs on the summons were 
mortgagees ; the defendants were the mortgagors and some trustees of the 
mortgeged property. The order which it was sought to vary directed 
the usual mortgage accounts to be taken as against the mo! rs, and 
foreclosure against them in default of payment of what should found 
due by them, and dismissed the summons with costs as against the trustecs. 
The order was made on the 26th of July by the judge personally. On the 
18th of November the plaintiffs gave notice to the trustees of the present 
motion, by which they asked that the order of the 26th of July might be 
varied so far as it dismissed the summons against the trustees, and that 
the trustees might be ordered to pay a specified sum of money and the 
costs of the plaintiffs. On behalf of the respondents it was objected that 
the notice of motion was given too late, and that notice of motion to dis- 
charge or vary an order made in chambers ought, even if the order be 
final in its nature, to be given within twenty-one days from the making 
of the order. On the other hand, it was argued that the analogy of the 
time for appealing to the Oourt of Ap from a final order made in 
court ought to be followed, just as, in the case of motions to an 
interlocutory order made in chambers, the analogy of the time limited for 
ry pealing from interlocutory orders made in court has been adopted. Re 
Devis (31 Ch. D. 623, 628) and Re Johnson (37 W. R. 765, 33 Soxtcrrors’ 
JourNAL, 643) were referred to. In the latter case Kay, J., held that a 
motion to vary an order made in chambers, of which notice had been 
ape after the expiration of twenty-one days, was too late. In that case 

was disposed to think that the order which it was sought to vary was 
an interlocutory order, but he expressed an a that no longer time 
should be given to discharge final orders than interlocutory orders, other- 
apy bey an = of Hh. a a — — in -— aoe —— 
@ year for mo to discharge it, and another year for ap g to the 
Court of Appeal, and then there could be an appeal to the House of 


Lords. 

Nortn, J., allowed the objection. He thought that in Re Johnson Kay, 
J., bad laid down a rule which was precisely in point, and he ought to 
follow that rule. It was important that the practice should be uniform, 
and that it should be known what the rule was.—Oounsgx, Eustace Smith ; 
Alexander. Souxticrrors, Nye, Greenwood, § Moreton; J. Welman. 


GROSVENOR v, WHITE—North, J., 22nd November. 


Practice—Pxreviminary Trrat or Question or Law—R. 8S. C., 
XXXIV., 2. 


This case (noted ante, p. 63) came on again upon the notice of motion 
amended in accordance with the leave given by North, J. The facts, as 
alleged in the statement of claim,’ are fully stated in our former report, 
and it is sufficient now to say that, part of the plaintiff's claim having 
been satisfied by payment of money into court, the main question remain- 
ing for decision was, whether the defendants, who were trustees of a will, 
were liable for the loss which had resulted from thier not having accepted 
an offer, made to them by the Secretary of State for Iadia, of asum of India 
84 per Cent. Stock equal in amount to a sum of India 4 per Cent. Stock 
which stood in their names, and which the Secretary of State was entitled 
to pay off at par upon giving a year’s notice to the holders. In consequence 
of the trustees not accepting the offer, they were paid off at par, and, at the 
time when they subsequently re-invested the money u some railway 
securities, the 34 per cent. stock stood ata um in the market. The 

laintiffs sought to compel the trustees to make good the difference 
tween the amount of the cash which they invested and the value at the 
time of investment of the 3} per cent, stock which they would have had if 
they had accepted the offer. One of the defendants, who was the acti 
trusteo, moved, under rule 4 of order 25, to strike out the statement o 
claim, on the ground that, as against him, it disclosed no reasonable cause 
of action. North, J., refused the motion, but allowed it to be converted 
into a motion under rule 2 of order 34. As now ame 
motion asked that, pursuant to rule 2 of order 34, the question of law 


nded, the notice of | the 


; 


tried, whether (assuming the allegations of the statement of 
true) there was any duty on the part of the trustees to accept 
cent. stock offered to them, and whether the defendants, or 
trustee, were, or was, guilty of any negligence or breach of di 
accepting the new stock, and whether the present “—- 
trustee) was liable to make good to the capital of the trust 
amount claimed by the plaintiffs, and that such proceedings as 
rendered unnecessary by the decision of the question of law 
stayed. 

neem, J., refused the motion. He thought that, if he could 
alternative questions—viz., whether, if the trustees had, in fact, notice of the 
offer of the Secretary of State, they were liable to make the loss? and 
whether, if they had not notice of the offer, they were if the deci- 
sion of both those questions one way, or the decision of both those questions 
the other way, would get rid of the action, the trial of these 
questions of law would produce a 
might be intermediate states of fact, and he was of opinion that in no event 
would the trial of the action in the ordinary way become unnecessary. 
He could not, therefore, usefully exercise the power given by rule 2.— 
Counset, Napier Higgins, Q.O., and Upjohn; Cozens-Hardy, QC., and 
Elgood. Souicrrons, Woodcock, Ryland, § Parker ; Tyrrell Lewis, ¢ Son. 
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EMERIS v, WOODWARD—North, J., 23rd November. 


AppLicaTION TO SET ASIDE Compromise or Action—Summons rv Action— 
JURISDICTION. 
This was an application by the plaintiff in the action to set aside an 
agreement w had been entered into between him and the defendant 
for the compromise of the action. The defendent was an executor, and the 
agrecment had been approved by the court in another action brought for 
the administration of the testator’s estate. The present application was 
made by a summons entitled in both actions. It was objected on behalf 
of the defendant that such a question could not be raised by summons, 
but that the plaintiff ought to have brought afresh action to ret aside 
the compromise. Gilbert v. Endean (9 Ch. D. 259) was referred to. It 
al from the neten of tho shiet dak Sat Ws sets Pca 
raised in chambers ata early stage e proceedings, 
plaintiff had cones t filed affidavits and the a had filed 
's witnesses. 


ffidavits in answer, and had cross-examined the plain 
It was contended that by his conduct the defendant had waived the ob- 


ection. 

; Norrs, J., on the authority of Gilbert v. Endean, allowed the objection, 
and he held that there had been no waiver by the defendant. The plain- 
tiff, knowing of the objection, chose =e in his evidenee, and it was 
then incumbent on the defendsnt to put in his evidence also. The sum- 
mons must be dismissed.—Counset, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and B. Eyre 
Napier Higgins, Q.C., and 7. L. Wilkinson, Sorscrrons, @. L, P, Eyre ¢ 
Co. ; Long § Gardiner. 


Re THOMAS AND TURNER'S CONTRACT—Stirling, J., 14th November. 
Venpor anp Purcsuassr Summons—Purcuask ror VALUR WITHOUT 
Norrce—Regrvurn or Dsrosrr—Mrsieapine Oonprrion—J vURiIsDICcTion. 

This was a summons taken out by a purchaser under the Vendor and 
Parchaser Act, claiming—(1) a declaration that a good title had not been 
shewn; (2) the return of the deposit, with interest; and (3) the costs of 
investigating title. The the will of 
Mr. Samuel ve to ee see ot, ee ee Sey 

ren were : 


she was tenant for life and his 
prior to these trusts there was a power to Mrs. Redgrave to sell or mort- 


e an of the pro , and to the proceeds for her own use. 
Foe" wa Pe appotnten Bes. Bodgneve ie executrix. After the testator’s 


death chancery proceedings were commenced by the children 
pee, te eS ee 
associated 


araag pao other th ), that the of sale 

5 among powers 

being, in oa not be enuecleed, and tock a new trustee should be 

with Mrs. Redgrave. A deed was ae ea by which 

Williams was a aed, teases iy Redgrave, and six 
perty ie ender T ee See 

the to r. Tae 

to the penchaser waler tho power af sole. purchaser obj that 

there was no power to 


The vendor put in an 
mortgage was executed be had 
The = bape od — for ee a eee 
duce, either the compromise or the deed appoin trus- 
tee. Among the conditions of sale was that the purchaser 
should not require the production of any documents or evidences of title 


a . a heen? ee 
chescr that, even if he was not entitled to recover his deposit on 


round of the title on the fact that the vendor was 
or value without bes soy + Bes ne et ve Gn co co tn Geum Ge 
condition precluding him from requiring 
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might be decided, any evidence was given or any issue of fact 
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decided on a vendor and purchaser summons; as that, there” 
fore, he left the purchaser to his remedy by action. The application 
having been only partially successful, no costs were given on either 
side.—Counset, Rudall ; Cavanagh. Souictrors, Potter, Sandford, § Keiving- 
ton; A, J. Thomas. 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
REG. ». THE VESTRY OF ST. PANCRAS—22nd November. 


Marnororis Manacement Acts—VEstRY—SUPERANNUATION ALLOWANCE OF 
Orricern—Discretion as TO AMount—29 Vict. c. 31, 8. 4. 


Mandamus to the vestry of St. Pancras directing them to consider a 
claim for a ———_ allowance, and to take the necessary steps to 
secure such allowance according to the provisions of the Act 29 Vict. c. 
$1, which was an Act to provide superannuation allowances to officers of 
vestries and other boards within the area of the Metropolis Local 
Management Act. The prosecutor, Richard Westbrook, had a rate 
collector for the vestry of St. Pancras, and having been in the service of 
the vestry for above thirty years, and being over seventy-two years of age, 
he wished toresign. He accordivgly wrote to the vestry in December, 1888, 
stating that he wished to resign as from the following Lady Day, and he 
asked that a retiring allowance might be given tohim. His salary had 
been at the rate of £480 a year, and according to the scale laid down in the 
Act, the superannuation allowance would have been £230 a year, and he 
asked that this allowance of £230 might be granted. This letter was 
referred to the finance committee, who considered it, and recommended 
that the allowance of £230 should be given. This report was referred 
back again by the vestry to the committee to communicate with Mr. 
Westbrook to ascertain if he would accept a smaller sum, and at the same 
time stating that if he agreed to accept £150 a year this sum would be 
voted unanimously. The committee communicated with Mr. Westbrook, 
and he declined to accept a smaller sum than the £230, to which he said he 
was entitled under the Act, The attention of the vestry was then called 
the case of Reg. v. Vestry of St. George's, Southwark (35 W. R. 841, 19 
B. D. 533), where it was held that if an allowance were granted the 
has no discretion as to the amount, but the amount must follow the 
laid down in the section of the Act. The vestry then resolved by a 

majority to dismiss Mr. Westbrook without granting him any 
allowance whatever, and he was accordingly dismissed without any super- 
annuation allowance, and a successor was appointed. A rule was obtained 
at the instance of Mr. Westbrook directing the vestry to hear and con- 
sider the matter, and to grant the allowance according to the scale laid 
down in the statute. It was admitted that the amount of the allowance 
to the scale would be £230 a year as claimed by Mr. Westbrook. 

Tux Osvrr (Lord Corzripez, O.J., and Maruew, J.) made the rule 
absolute for a mandamus, and held that, assuming that the vestry hada 
discretion in the first instance to grant or refuse a superannuation allow- 
ance, yet, if they determined to grant any allowance, the amount of such 
allowance was not in their discretion, but must be according to the scale 
provided in the statute. They held that in the present case the vestry had 
resolved to give Mr. Westbrook some superannuation allowance, and, that 
being so, the amount of the allowance must be according to the statutory 
scale.—Covnset, C€. A. Russell; Henn Collins, QC., and M. Smith. 
Soxicrrons, Cunliffes Davenport ; Beal, Phillips, § Beal. 


yhace 


SCHWARTZ v. LOCKET—22nd November. 


Lawpitorp axp Tewant—Imuritrep Covenant ror Quiet Ensoyment— 
Txxancy rrom Year To YEAR—LANDLORD HIMSELF A LEssEE. 

Appeal from a judgment of non-suit by the learned judge of the 

Court. The plaintiff was tenant of certain premises, 

which she held as tenant from year to year from the defendant. In 


hich in 1880, and on its expiration the 
interest in the premises to the plaintiff, who there- 
entered into possession of the premises, and so continued in posses- 
as tenant from year to year. In 1887 the defendant’s lease of the 
premises expired, and, his interest having come to an end, both he and the 
Siecaean atten dos tone superior landlord. The plaintiff, thereupon, 
an action for damages for the eviction against her landlord, the 
defendant, upon the ground tha‘ there was an implied covenant for quiet 
incident to the tenancy, and that she had been disturbed in the 
and the question in the case was whether, in 
sachs continuing tenancy from year to year, there is any such implied 
enjoyment. The county court judge held that there was 
tenancy from year to year, and he non- 
suited the plaintiff. The contention for the plaintiff was that the mere 
fact of the letting from year to year created an implied covenant for quiet 
enjoyment: Stranks v. St. John (15 W. BR. 678, L. RB. 2 ©. P. 376). The 
contention for the defendant was that in such a from year to year 
awk ie) implied covenant for quiet enjoyment: Penfold v. Abbott 
Tus Cover (Lord Cotzzincz, C.J., and Maruzw, J.) held that the non- 
ee Se Seained Re seped. They held that in such a 
tenancy from year to year there was no implied covenant for quiet enjoy- 
ment, and that it would be most unreasonable to assume the law 
Sn any, such condicion in the caso of = Senaney from year to year. 
If the tenant wished to be protected frem eviction on the determination 
SU ha ee natt be an capsees agpecment to that ofioe. 
W. 8. Goddard, Soricrtons, 
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MARSH v. ESTCOURT—12th November. 


RgcistRaATION — PaRuiaMenTaRY Voter — County Exzcror — Sgrvicg 
FRaNCHISE—JNHABITANT HovuskHOLDER—LABOURER ocouryING OCoTTAGy 
on Fanm—Payment or Rates—Poor Rare AssgssMENT AND COLLECTION 
Act, 1869, s. 19—Municrpat Corporations Act, 1882, ss. 9 (p), 32— 
hg pana OF THE PzoriE Act, 1884, s. 3—Oounry Exzcrors Act, 

eat 


This was a case stated by the Revising Barrister for the Isle of Wight. 
The question was whether certain farm labourers were entitled to have 
their names inserted in Division I., as being both parliamentary voters and 
county electors, or in Division II. as being parliamentary voters only, 
The claimants all occupied cottages on the farms of their employers under 
verbal agreements, the monthly or weekly rent being deducted from their 
wages. In each case the termination of the employment was to terminate 
the occupation of the cottage. They were not under any compulsion to 
occupy such co’ » but were at liberty, if they wished, to live else- 
where. But as a fact each of them —a such a cottage during the 
whole of the qualifying period. None of the claimants paid any rates, 
each cottage rated as part of the farm and the rates being paid by 
the farmer; but the names of the claimants ap in the rate-book as 
occupiers. The claimants contended that they had a household qualifica- 
tion under section 2 of the Representation of the People Act, 1882, and 
were also entitled, under section 2 of the County Electors Act, 1888, to 
be registered as county electors. In support of the objection to their 
claim to have their names inserted in Division I., it was argued that their 
only qualification was by virtue of the service franchise under section 3 
of the Representation of the People Act, which only applied to parlia- 
mentary voters and was not extended to county electors. The revising 
barrister was of opinion that they occupied their cottages by virtue of 
their employment, and were therefore entitled to have their names placed 
in Division IT. as inhabitant occupiers, but he disallowed their claim to 
be entered in Division I. The claimants appealed. It was argued on 
their behalf (1) that, as they were not compelled to live in the cottages, 
their occupation was independent of their service or employment, and 
therefore they were entitled to the parliamentary occupation 
franchise in contradistinction to the service franchise, and conse- 
=< also to the county franchise under section 2 of the Oounty 

lectors Act, 1888; and (2) that the mere fact that they did not pay 
rates was no disqualification, for, by section 19 of the Poor Rate Assess- 
ment and Collection Act, 1869, ‘‘the overseers, in making out the poor 
rate, shall in every case, whether the rate is collected from the owner or 
occupier, or the owner is liable to the payment of the rate instead of the 
occupier, enter in the occupier’s column of the rate-book the name of 
the occupier of every rateable hereditament, and such occupier shall be 
deemed to be duly rated for any qualification or franchise as aforesaid ”’ ; 
and the effect of that section was not altered by the Parliamentary 
Municipal Registration Act, 1878, or the Municipal Corporations Act, 
1882; and by the Oounty Electors Act, 1888, the provisions of the former 
Acts as to rating and registration were to apply to county electors. On 
the part of the respondent it was said that the Municipal Corporations 
Act, 1882, made it necessary for an oceupier to claim to be rated. By 
section 9 (d) it was made part of his qualification that he should be rated ; 
and, by section 32, it was enacted that “‘ If an occupier of any qualifying 
property, whether the landlord is or is not liable to be rated to the poor 
rate in thereof, claims to be rated to the poor rate in respect 
thereof, pays or tenders to the overseers of the parish where the pro- 
perty is situate the full amount of the poor rate last made in respect of 
the property, the overseers shall _ the occupier’s name on the rate-book 
in respect of that rate.” Here the claimants had not so claimed to be 
rated. As tothe question of the service franchise, that was no ground 
for saying that that franchise was limited to persons who were a 
by their employers to live in a cular house; it was sufficient if they 
were to occupy, and did, in fact, occupy, the house in virtue 
of their employment. 

Tue Oovrr (Lord Oorgrinar, 0.J., and Marnew and Wits, JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. They held that section 32 of the Municipal Corpora- 
tions Act did not apply to the present case, but only — to cases to 
which the Poor Rate Assessment and Oollection Act did not apply—viz., 
where the landlord was not rated. As to the other question, they were of 
— that the claimants did not occupy by virtue of their service, and 

the ro peo that a claimant was merely entitled to the service fran- 
chise only be taken where he was obliged by reason of his service to 
live in a particular house. The claimants were entitled to be placed in 
Division I.—Oounszr, R. 8. Wright; W. Graham. Soxtcrrorns, Frith 
Necdham; W. H. Wooldridge, Sandown. 





Bankruptcy Cases, 
Ez parte HARRIS, Re HARRIS—O.A. No. 1, 21st November. 


Banxrvurtcy—ArrzaL rrom Recztvina Onpsr—Norice ro OrricraL Re- 
CEIVER—PROCEEDINGS UNDER ORDER STAYED PENDING ArPBAL. 


This was an a by a debtor against a receiving order. Proceedings 
been stayed the a - On the opening of 
appeal the counsel for the tioning creditor (on whom alone notice 
of the appeal had been served) took the preliminary sy that the 
to have been served. Ez parte Webber (ante, p. 65) 

Court allowed a similar objection to en a 
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from a receiving order made by a count ar cited, as well as the 
cases there referred to—Ex parte Ward ais Oh, D, 292) and Re Fleteher (4 
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113). It was argued that, a a order having 
wy iu ae of the debtor had an interest in maintaining it, and thes for 
this the official receiver represented the creditors, just ar, under 
the ptcy Act, 1869, the trustee in a bankruptcy re ted the 
qieditors when an adjudication of bankruptcy had been le, and must, 
therefore, as was held in Ex parte Ward, be served with notice of an 
application to annul the adjudication. The only distinction was, that the 
of the debtor did not vest in the official receiver, as it did ina 
tee under an adjudication. 

Tux Oovrt (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Livpiey and Lorzs, L.JJ.) over- 
ruled the objection, on the ground that, the p under the order 
having been stayed pending the _ the official receiver could do 
nothing until the appeal had been disposed of. But they reserved their 
judgment upon the question whether, if there had not been a stay of 

dings, notice ought to have been served on the official receiver. 

Esuzer, M.R., said that the appeal was brought upon the — 
that the receiving order ought never to have been made. At time 
ET eae ee ES 
ceedin, ing an appeal. The o ver could n ore, 
sot in the matter at all pending the — Under these circumstances 
their lordships were all clearly of opinion that it was not necessary to 
serve the official receiver with notice of the ap . Whether in cases in 
which no stay of proceedings had been ord the official receiver ought 
to be served with notice of appeal against a recei order was a matter 
of general importance, and the court would take time to consider it.— 
CounsEL, Sidney Woolf and Cannot; Herbert Reed. Soxtrcrrors, J. D, B. 
Lewis ; Howell Thomas. 


Ex parte THE TRUSTEE, Re RIDGWAY—Oave, J., 4th November. 


Banxkruptcy—OLam aGcainst Banxrurt’s Estare—Ricut or TrustTge To 
EFFECT Oompromise—Banxrvprcy Act, 1883, ss. 57, 89. 


An important question was raised in this case as to the powers of a 
trustee in bankruptcy to enter into a compromise in respect of a claim 
made against the bankrupt’s estate. A receiving order was made against 
the bankrupt in February, 1885, the statement of affairs shewing secured 
creditors to the amount of £40,000, holding mortgages over freehold and 
leasehold properties which it was then estimated would realize something 
like £33,000 in excess of the sum advanced upon them, and an arrangement 
was entered into between Mr. Price, who was at first appointed trustee of 
the bankrupt’s estate, and Messrs. Robinson & Fisher, a firm of auctioneers, 
whereby the latter agreed to advance a sum of £42,000 in order to pay off 
the secured creditors with interest, taking as they alleged, as security, a 
ch upon the whole property. Mr. Price subsequently died. Mr. 
Hurlbatt, the present applicant, being appointed trustee in his place, and 
a dispute ss arisen as to the nature of the security held by Messrs. 
Robinson & Fisher, notice of motion was in January, 1889, by them 
upon the trustee. After due consideration of the matter the trustee came 
to the conclusion that the claim, being very complicated, was one with 
regard to which it would be expedient to effect a compromise in order to 
avoid litigation, and terms having been arranged, they were submitted to 
the committee of inspection, who approved them, but ata subsequent 
general meeting of the creditors a resolution was passed refusing to 
accept the compromise. The trustee now applied to the court for leave to 
carry out the compromise notwithstanding the resolution of the creditors, 
it being contended on his behalf that the court had power to overrule such 
resolution by the decision in Ex parte Cocks, Re Poole (21 Ch. D. 397). 

Oavz, J., refused the application of the trustee. lordship said that 
according to the provisions of the Bankruptcy Act a trustee had power, 
with the permission of the committee of inspection, to make a compromise, 
but section 89 provided that the trustee must, in the administration of the 
property of the bankrupt, have regard to any directions which might be 
given by resolution of the creditors atany general meeting, and any direc- 


tions so given by the creditors at any general mee should, in case of 
conflict, be deemed to override any pend cate the committee of 
inspection. In the present case the com which the trustee pro- 


posed to enter into had received the sanction of the committee of inspec- 
tion, but on the matter being submitted to a general meeting of the 
creditors the majority of those were opposed to this compromise. Under 
those circumstances the trustee came to the court and asked that, notwith- 
standing the resolution of the creditors, he might have leave to enter into 
the compromise. No doubt the court had power to entertain the ques- 
tion, but the considerations by which it should be guided in dealing with 
such an application were not so plain. In the case referred to the court 
did disregard the resolution of the general meeting of creditors, and it 
did so on the ground that it was passed to favour the debtors, and not in 
the interests of the creditors themselves. In the present case it was 
admitted that no improper motive could be imputed to these creditors who 
had refused the compromise, but it was said that the court ought to over- 
rule their decision on the ground that the compromise was so manifestly 
beneficial to the estate that the wishes of the majority ought to give way 
to the wishes of the minority. Ifthe court were to come to that conclu- 
sion it would really be saying that the creditors had not acted bond jide 
when it was admitted they had done so. They were business men and had 


treated the matter in a businesslike manner, and it was a a . 
w 


ask the court to overrule their decision as to the mode 

business should be carried on when it was admitted that that decision had 
been arrived at bond Ade, The trustee must have the credit for believing 
that the compromise he wished to see carried out was the best thing for 
the creditors, but on the other hand they must be credited with believing 
their own ee to be the best. That a0, and there no 
ground for thinking that the creditors had not honestly and Side 
striven to understand the matter and had their own interests in view, it 


been made, all | 
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y on the ground result they anticipated might not be 
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Oounset, Herbert Reed; Whinney ; Sidney Woolf. i 
stone § Co.; Lyne $ Holman; G. E. Carpenter. 





THE PRESIDENT OF THE LIVERPOOL LAW SOCIETY 
ON THE LAW RELATING TO TRUSTEES AND THE 
LAND TRANSFER BILL. 


Mr. Oxzaver, the President of the Liverpool Law Society, in the course 
of his address at the annual meeting, made the following remarks on the 
above subjects :— 

The Trustee Act, 1888, has to some extent corrected the rigour of the 
code which by successive decisions of our so called courts of equity had 
been constructed, one is to say, for the ion of those who 
undertake the thankless duties of trustees. The Act has been described 


as containing in every 


great mistake. trustees has been 

revealed by a case (Clarke v. Trelawney 60 L. T. 620) decided in Mr. 
Kay’s Court in February last. The facts were these :—Trustees of a settle- 
ment had power to invest in real securities and to vary investments. In 1875 
they sold Consols f part of the trust funds, the average price in 
that year being 933, and invested the proceeds on a contributory mort- 
Gg? ot sacl cleat WER, Seren ee modern decision, was out- 
side their power of investment. e tenant life having died, the 
mortgage money was called in. The whole of the principal money was 


forthcoming, so that no loss would follow directly from the invest- 
ment. But in the fourteen years which had ~ -y — Consols 
had risen above par, and even in 1889, when had converted 


into 23 per cents., the price was about 98. It was successfully claimed 
on Os pt ee ee ee 
repay the proceeds of sale, whichever their cestuis gue trust preferred. As 
they could only replace fa 3 cent. by a 2} G 
cna ta inclined to wentler tah thay ‘were ust ended to pay fa 

coat cpmmadlictie athe of justin, that application of principle, 

sym etic administration 

which are invoked to mollity or modify the hard and fest rules of Ww, 
Se et OS er eka eae ee 
day matters are to 
severity of equitable doctrines. I shall not refer to the details of the Act, 
further than to say that the provisions of section 4 underwent a variety 
of alterations during the progress B : 
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to the adoption of those views. 

the clause, referred to in the 

committee on law in the Commons, 
alternative 


the Bill altogether. Y 
ments in these 


y 
that Bill too. It is hoped that 


dealing with the | anand corse 
One result of recurrence of the question of the liabilities of trus- 
tees, and of the difficulty which both public bodies and private individuals 
experience in finding suitable trustees, has been to force into prominence 
schemes for —— of a public trustee and for trust com- 
es to act in fiduciary capaci I think that public is - 
for the adoptionof one or other, bly for both, of 
this ey > pont os I be 
nature, ough none w, 
taken for granted thatthe subject will y attention next session, and 
that some Ss be passed. ~ Boer S, for 
appointment of a pu trustee, one introdu: Lord Chancellor, 
» other by privece members in the Commons. Lord Chancellor's 
Bill merely provided for the establishment of the office of a public trustee 
as a corporation sole, and authorized 
tor either alone or jointly with others. All the details were left to be 
worked out by rules and orders to be made by the Lord Chancellor. I 
think the profession is justly dissatisfied with this modern system of dele- 
gating the important functions of the ee Se 


! 
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executor was to be entirely voluntary on the part of a testator or of those 
crea’ a trust. The jury was to t a suitable person as 
public who was to be a corporation and might be appointed 


trustee or executor by any deed or will a consent, or he 
might accept any su ita not 
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above referred to, and which passed the House of Lords, was 
that of Lord Hobhouse ‘‘to enable incorporated companies to act as 
executorr, administrators, and trustees, and in other fiduciary capacities.” 
- No company was to be enabled co to act which bad not a subscribed 
capital of at least £100,000, of which £50,000 was to be deposited without 
er of withdrawal in the Chancery Division, and was to be primarily 
Fable for the due eee by the company of its duties. There were 
also provisions for control by the Board of Trade of the scales of cherges 
. to be made, and for the audit and inspection of accounts. I think that 
the adoption of some such scheme as this would be a source of con- 
. Siderable convenience. It is said that the office of trustee involves 
mal duties to the beneficiaries as well as the mere management of 
their property. This is perfectly true, and where relatives who may be 
counted on to perform such duties are available and willing to act, they 
will doubtless in the majority of cases be preferred. There must how- 
ever always be a large percentage of caces in which there is no alternative 
but the appointment of professional trustees, and there is an increasing 
disinclination on the part of individuals to accept such responsibilities. 
Personally and as a matter of selection, Iam disposed to express a hope 
that the public trustee will not come into existence—and that the want 
which as I believe bas to be met, will be supplied through the medium 
of the legislation of the employment of public companies. The genius 
and traditions of the country are all in favour of private enterprize as 
to State interference, even in a permissive form. The transfer to 
cial hands of another large section of administrative business will 
hardly be regarded with favour even by the general public. Indeed this 
seems to be as natural and appropriate a field for joint-stock enterprize 
as ordinary insurance, though it does not possess the same elements of 
speculative profit. There is no apparent reason why a testator should 
hesitate to trust a well-founded company, of his own selection, with the 
administration of his oeffairs, after his death, any more then 
he now trusts an insurance company with his premiums in the 
belief that the sum insured will eventually be paid. The important con- 
dition is of course the complete security of the trust funds. A deposit of 
£50,000 as compared with that of £20,000 required from insurance com- 
seems at first sight adequate. It may on further consideration 
desirable that the amount should be increased. Such trust 
companies would be almost entirely dependent on the profession for sup- 
— success. If they developed a tendency to transfer the legal 
of a trust to their own solicitor, they would make a serious 
mistake and alienate the goodwi}] of their most important constituents. 
It is said that such companies would be subject to a conflict of duties. 
In the interest of their shareholders they must make as much money as 
possible ; in the interest of their cestuis que trust they must keep down the 
expenses of administration. It is urged that these expenses must be 
heavier than in the case of trusts administered by private trustees; that 
the company will know nothing about the beneficiaries, will run no risks, 
and will require every fact to be proved strictly. Such objections would 
be forcible and valid if any com o rma were contemplated. The selection 
of the company would be entirely optional. Lord Hobhouee’s Bill would 
meet such a case as that of Billing v. Brogden (W. N., Dec. 15, 1888), in 
which North, J., said that he had no power to appoint a corporation to 
be trustees, but would appoint three nominees of a trust company on 
their consenting to act as trustees in the ordinary way on their personal 
It seems at least worth while to make the experiment. 

‘or the third year in succession the question of land transfer has occu- 
pied a large share of the attention of law societies throughout the 
country. Any , therefore, of the work of the session from a 
pa point of view would be incomplete without some reference to the 

ject, otherwise, I should probably best consult your wishes by 
refraining from comment on a topic in regard to which many of us have 
reached the stage of weariness. It has been exhaustively dis- 
cussed, particularly in various able papers issued by the Incorporated 

Society, end not much that is new remains to be said. 
attitude by the committee towards this Bill, especially to- 
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com clauses, sufficiently appears from the report, and 
pointedly brought under the notice of individual members of 
by the circulars which have been reprinted in the appendix. 

express and almost unanimous sanction which the views therein pro- 
d ved at your hands, render it unnecessary that I should 
them here. There are nevertheless one cr two points to 

I to call attention. The subject of the district registries, or, 

as are called in the Bill, the branch offices—i.c., of the principal 
London—which are proposed to be established, has naturally been 
one in which the interest of provincial lawyers has been very much 
enlisted. In Lancashire in particular, where we have so long and s0 
successfully waged in the interest of suitors the battle of decentralization, 
and have been largely instrumental in securing for others as well as our- 
selves local facilities for the transaction of business, a measure which 
would place buyers and sellers of land under any disability in regard to 
the conduct of their business, and make them in any degree dependent 
on # London office must surely be regarded with hostility. Yet the 
course of discussion thie year has disclosed that this result is to be anti- 
. It has been stated on authority that if 
the branch offices are to be as numerous as the district registries 
under the Judicature Act—and anything else would hardiy meet the 
case—it would scarcely be practicable to allow any other registra- 
SE ran with 0 pomenstey ito to be com leted in them, because 
registration with an late or oven a limited title would require a 
conveyancing steff, which—presumably on the oo of expense—it is 
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in the shape of an absolute title which might facilitate re-sales, he must 
betake himself to the principal office in London. 1! that his local branch 
office could do for him would be to register a possessory title, which would 
be a contribution towards the ultimate creation of a completed register of 
all lands in the kingdom, but of no practical use to a man who contem. 
plates sale or mortgage. It cannot be too clearly understood that the 
expense of the process of first registration with a possessory title, whatever 
be its amount, will be an addition to the present cost of transfer, will in 
other words be a tax on the next person who buys or succeeds to every 
piece of land throughout the country for the purpose of defraying the cost 
of construction of a national register. Oan it then be considered unreason.- 
able to contend that if, as a matter of public policy, it be decided that the 
compulsory construction of such a register is necessary, the State ought to 
bear the cost. The only means hitherto afforded of ascertaining whether 
landowners are prepared to adopt a voluntary system of registration has 
been by the experiment of the Land Transfer Acts of 1862 and 1875, with 
a registry in London for the country at large, and under rules admittedly 
involving vexatious expense and delay. I say admittedly because the 
explanatory papers issued with new rules from the Land Registry Office 
during the present year have very clearly indicated how and where the 
expense ra delay have arisen under the old rules. But the best illustra. 
tion of this has been afforded by the numerous cases in which land has 
been withdrawn from the register by owners who have learned by experi- 
ence that a registered title so tar from facilitating re-sales actually pre- 
judices their chances in the market. It appears to me that it cannot 
reasonably be concluded that the voluntary system has failed, and that 
compulsion ought to be adopted, until the A apy has been made of 
numerous and local district registries qualified to deal with both absolute 
and possessory titles, and transacting their business under carefully con- 
sidered rules framed so as to preclude the possibility of the complaints 
which have rendered registration almost a dead letter in the past. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY OF IRELAND. 


The following are extracts from the very terse and carefully-prepared 
report of the counc’l of this society :— 

Law Clerks (Ireland) Bili.—This measure, which was introduced 
into the House of Commons this year to amend the law regulating the 
admission of law clerks to the profession of solicitor, was not proceeded 
with after an adjourned debate on the second reading. The measure 
was carefully considered by the council, and they regret to say that they 
were unable to approve of any of its provisions. Its chief proposals were 
to enable any person who had been for fifteen years a paid clerk to be 
sworn in a solicitor, on paying the necessary fees and passing the final 
examination of this society, without any further conditions; and also to 
enable any person who had been for seven years a law clerk to be sworn 
in as a solicitor without service under articles, provided he the 
preliminary, intermediate, and final examinations of this society. The 
council considered that the passing into law of such a measure would be 
extremely dangerous to the best interests both of the public and the pro- 
feesion, as it would abolish service under indentures, and would lower the 
educational status of solicitors, although the tendency among all leadin 
professions is to raise their educational status. Accordingly, the coun 
presented a petition to the House of Commons against the measure, and 
the English law society took the same course. The council take this 
opportunity of repeating what former councils have stated, that they 
have no desire to exclude from the profession those in whose interests this 
measure was introduced; but they believe that the present system of 
subjecting law clerks to the same examinations as ordinary apprentices is 
advantageous; and it is to be observed that during this year sixteen law 
clerks presented themselves for the various examinations of the society, 
and of these thirteen passed, one of them obtaining first place at an inter- 
mediate examination. 

Publie Trustee Bill.—This measure, which was introduced in the 
House of Lords this year » § the Lord Chancellor of England, passed 
through its various stages that House, and reached the House of 
Commons. Its object was the establishment of a large central office for 
the administration and execution, under public officials, including a 
departmental solicitor, of private trusts and estates. As prepared, it 
enabled the Lord Chancellor, with the consent of the Treasury, to make 
rules relative to ite administration, and these rules, made as they would 
be, without the profession having an opportunity of considering them 
before they came into force, would take the place of what now would 
require to be carried out by legislation. This is a course of which the 
council could not approve, and as this country was not excluded from the 
measure, they forwarded a petition against it for presentation to the House 
of Commons. The Bill was withdrawn before reaching its second sunng 
in that Honse. It may be mentioned that since this petition was presen 
the council have learned that the English Law Sosiety objected to the 
Bill on the same grounds. 

Transfer from the Bar to the Solicitors’ Profession.—This question was 
gants cates Se concidenstion of the counell Gaming this yoo. A barrister 
who had been for fifteen years at the bar, in the month of August, 1888, 
entered a solicitor’s office, and had himeelf disbarred, and in the following 
November was bound as an spprentice. In the month of May of the 
present year he applied to the Lord Chancellor for amet So Do aness ie 
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Jated as far as possible. The following is the rule of the Honourable 
Society of King’s Inns, which regulates the transfer of a solicitor of five 
ears’ standing to the bar:— Any solicitor who shall have been in 
ice for not less than five years, and who shall, before his admission as 
a student, have ceased to be a solicitor, and have had his name removed 
from the roll upon his own application, may, without passing any pre- 
lio examination, but upon compl with all other conditions of 
admission, be admitted as a student into the Society of Kivg’s Inns, and 
may be called to the bar at any time after ha , subsequently to his 
admission into King’s Inns, k+ pt four terms in King’s Inns, or in any of 
the inns of court in England, and satisfactorily passed an examination in 
three subjects at least at the honour examination at King’s Inns. Any 
person desiring admission under this rule may present his memorial for 
admission, and may be admitted as a student at any time after he shall 
have ceased to be a solicitor and have had his name removed from the 
roll.” Following the lines of this rule, the council passed the following 
resolution, which they brought under the notice of the Lord Chancellor on 
the hearing of the application:—‘‘ That, whilst the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society of Ireland are and have been desirous that 
greater facilities than at cop exists should be afforded for effecting 
changes from one to the other of the two branches of the legal profession ; 
and whilst they have readily acquiesced in orders of the court for the 
admission of barristers to the solicitors’ profession upon short or nominal 
apprenticeship in cases where the interests of clients, or the death or 
illness of relatives, or other special circumstances made such orders 
necessary or reasonable: still, in the apparent absence of a desire on the 
part of the bar for such greater facilities for changing to their profession, 
and in cases where any such circumstances as those above referred to do 
not exist, the council expect that due regard shall be had to the statutable 
requirements, and that these requirements shall not be relaxed unless in 
the case of barristers of five years’ standing, and that, in such cases, the 
applicants be required to serve a period of at least four terms, and to pass 
the final examination before being admitted as solictors.’’ 

The council are happy to be able to state that the Lord Chancellor 
acquiesced with the terms of this resolution, and made an order in its 
terms—viz., that the applicant should be admitted on serving one year and 
passing the final examination. 

Appeals from the Decisions of Taxing Masters.—As in the past, appeals by 
members of the society against the decisions of taxing masters have been 
supported out of the funds of the society. The decisions appealed against 
are first considered by the Costs Committee, who report to the council 
whether, in their opinion, the taxing officer’s decision is one against which 
an appeal ought to be taken, and an appeal is supported if, in the opinion 
of the council, there is a bond fide cause for appeal. 


UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 

Nov. 25—Mr. Common in the chair.—Mr. Olifton moved: ‘‘ That the 
House approves of the recent strikes in the East-end.” Mr. UW. J. H. 
Bull opposed, and Messrs. F. M. Voules, Herbert Smith, Arthur Gilbert, 
H. Westbury Preston, W. S. Sherrington, J. L. V. 8. Williams, G. W. 
Edmonds Miller, 0. Le Maistre, A. K. Common, and W, J. Bull also 
spoke. The motion was carried by ten votes to six. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
STUDENTS’ BOOKS. 


Tue Srupents’ Srarutes. By Joun F. Haynzs, LLD., &c. Fourrs 
Eprt1on. Horace Oox. 


The present edition brings the collection of statutes down to 1889 
under appropriate headings. Considering the recent important con- 
solidating statutes relating to arbitration and factors, it seems a pity that 
the author did not defer publication so as to include the statutes of the 
late session. The collection seems to cover nearly all the branches of 
law dealt with in the ‘‘ Vinal,” excepting admiralty, and will constitute 
a useful addition to the student’s library. We consider it would have 
been advisable to make “‘ Arbitration’’ a distinctive heading, instead of 
including it in the general division of statutes relating to the Queen’s 
Bench Division. Under ‘‘Ohurch and Clergy” there a no men- 
tion of the Pluralities Act, 1885 (48 & 49 Vict. c. 54), which is probably 
more important for examination purposes than the Burial Laws Amend- 
ment Act, 1880, which is given in full. The most important cases on 
the statutes are stated accurately and with commendable tersenees, and, 
notwithstanding the omission of the 1889 statutes, we consider the 
present edition the most useful of its kind to be met with. 


Tas Srvupents’ Guipr To THE Parnciptes AND Practice or Common Law. 
By Joun InpErmavr, Solicitor. George Barber. 


A second edition of this little work, which is apparently intended for 
bar students, includes the questions recently set at the Easter Examina- 
tion. After a few pages of advice on what to read, and an elementar 
sketch of common law practice (twelve pages in all), the rest of the boo! 
consists of some thirty pages of questions without answers, and ninety- 
six pages of questions with answers. Bar students who are very much 
pres for time are advised to read the author's ‘Principles’ and 

‘Common Law Oases"’ instead of Broom’s Commentaries, As the 
author's ‘' Principles’’ has now become rather voluminous, and 
“Broom ’’ is the work prescribed by the Oouncil of Legal Education, 





it might be better advice to advise the students"to postpone an examina- 
has aed cand both. . 


LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES, 


Bristot Law Srupznrs’ Socrery.—Nov. 5—Mr. F. F. in 
the chair.—The case for discussion was Lavery v. Pursell. Mr. Wise 
moved that the judgment of Ohitty, J., be reversed on ap and was 


supported by Messrs. Hawkins and Taylor. Mr. Tratman (and with hi 
Messrs. Fleming, Bouty enh Goal capes, and on a vote being taken 
the motion was lost by a narrow majority. 

Nov. 19—T. W. Fleming, Eeq., barrister-at-law, in the chair.—Mr. 
Jefferay Mawer opened in the affirmative on the question of the Govern- 
ment adopting a scheme of State directed and aided emigration to relieve 

resent distress. Mr. a as a rege hi Monten Bowley, 
aylor, Browne, Tratman, Knee, Knigh' spoke. 
the chairmen had summed up, the motion was put to the House, and 
carried by a majority of six, three members neutral. 

Law Srupvents’ Dssatina Socrery.—Nov, 26.—Mr. Foden Pattinron in 
the chair—Mr. Atherley Jones, M.P., delivered an address on “ The 
Future of the Liberal Party,’’ on the conclusion of which, on 
motion of Mr. Crawford, seconded by Dr. Napier, a unanimous vote of 
thanks was accorded him. In the discussion which followed, Dr. N 
Messrs. G. H. Devonshire, Wilson, Windsor, Blagg, and others 
part. There were fifty-three members and visitors present. 
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THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
Te ee {y'aamination held om the 7th of ee 


successful at the In! 

1889 :— 

Adams, Reginald Hi Flewker, Herbert Newton 
Adamson, inald Callaway Freeman, Charles Bloomfield 
Addleshaw, id P Farniss, John 


Addleshaw, John W: Heywood 2 
A’Deane, John Robert Bayly, B.A. Garlick, Percy Kent 
Allen, Frank Cobbett Garrett, Newson Littlewood, B.A. 


Alston, Hallam Newton, B.A. Gibson, Joseph 
‘suki William Henry Gibson, Kenneth Cawley 
Andrews, Frank . Gibson, William Henry 
Andrews, Richard Coulton Glover, J Hamilton 
Arnott, ame Lumsden Goldie, —— 
Atkinson, Ralph - Green, Francis Spranger 

illiam Oliver Robert 
patie Gosnge Rowland Griffiths, Walter Hepworth 
———_ —— 
Be : 
Ball. Ootil Walker . Hadden, Henry Alexander, B.A. 
Belton, Edward J Hall, erick 
Be : Gasman altel Harvey, Charles Edward 
erg cee See fay Fs George Edward Gascoigne 
Block, 

=, Be Edmund Hay, ¥ Spe Pena 

Bond, James ? 

Frank H Arthur Frederick Alexander 
ome sy H erbert John 


Bowden, Jos Rose 

Bracey, ent arther Howell, John aren 
Bradburne, Charles Randal, B.A. — Edward Percival Whitley 
Brown, George Robert Bristo 

B Herbert, B.A. Hurst, John Gibbard 
Burke, Patrick Hutchicon, 


Burn, Howard Douglas H 

Burt, William Eaton Ince, Blundell 
Byrne, Edward Cotton, B.A. Isbell, Charles Edwin 
Byrne, Thomas James Jackson, Harry 

Cale, Acton John Jackson, John Sydney Blades 
Champion, Edward Frank Jackson, Stowers William 
Che Kaberry, 

Churchill, Joseph Ernest Kay, Edward Harvey 
Olayton, Francis Hare Kemp, Claude 

Clowes, Edmund Thorold William 


Coote, George 
Cotterell, Ernest Alfred Large, Edward 
Coupland, Frederick Thomas, B.A. Lavers-Smith, Hamilton, B.A. 
Coxon, Harold Lees, Joseph 

Davis, Alfred Sidney Newnham, B.A. Lewis, Henry North 


Dear, Edmund Burton Witliam 

Dingle, Frederick Burrington Herbert 

Dixon, Alfred Locock, Henry Thornton, B.A. 
Dunn, Thomas Henry Crute Loxton, Samuel Ernest 

Eaton, Frank Ernest Lumley, William 

Begonasbe, Edward Chorley, B.A. a Se Reid Shaw 
Edmon ohn Marriott, Cockburn 
Elliott, Philbrick Frank Colechin Marshall, Thomas 

Emley, Edwin Martin, George Albert 

Evans, Edward Mathews, Charles Lawrence, B.A. 
Farnworth, John Messer, Allen B.A, 
Finch, Erneat Cormack Miller, Charles 

Fisher, Edward Lamley Miller, John 
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Mills, John Skelton, John Ambrose Lyle, Horatio Peers Sang, John Hermann 
Moore, Arthur William Dodwell ht, William Goode acdonald, George Alexander Scott, George Sydney 
Morgan, William Arthur Smith, Douglas Robert Orawfurth Mackenzie, Martin Edward 8) ley, Walter Hay 
Morris, Ronald Smith, Geo: Plumpton Marsh, Alban Bower Sheehy, Robert Joseph 
M Joseph George, B.A Smith, James Alexander, M.A. Marshall, William Smith, Algernon Jason, B.A. 
Muskett, Percy Edward Smith, William Hervey Mason, Barry Willicombe Smith, Charles Arthur 
Nelson, James Edwin Rich Stallard, Alfred William Matthews, Edward Herbert Smith, Francis Edward James, B.A, 
Nevill, Henry Christopher Steel, Lauriston Thomas Meyler, William Montague Smith, Gilbertson 
Newcome, Harold Stewart, John Minchin, Spencer Agustus Smith, Horace Augustus 
Newman, Ed Stroud, Stanley Moore, Robert Southby, Charles 
Nicholson, Henry Wallis Sturges, Walter Henry Mote, Frederick John 8 , John Henry 
Nixon, Edwin Barclay Fe peg Regs Arthur wanes Edward a. . = ens, i a 
N P lor, Owen Jemson Harry Bruce, B.A. bart, Charles Hug 
Son. William Henry Thatcher, Alan Noble, Ernest William Stocks, Percy Fenwick 
Page, Charles Everitt Thomas, John Noel, Gu; Stubbs, William Henry 


Page, Maberly Charles, B.A. 
er, Verne 
Parker, Frederick Stanley 


Thomas, Joseph Morgan 
Thomas, William Henry 
Thomson, Edward Paget 


Puilligs, Henry George Tophem, Altred George, B.A 
Hi George op! rge, B.A. 
Pollok? Robert Sate Toulmin, George : 
Pott, James Traill, Walter Sinclair 
Pritchard, James Upton, Ralph Gerald 


Pugh, John Jones 
Panch, John William Robinson 


Lag nea one ena 

e, Harry Skipton 
Wallace, James 

Wallis, Preston Gilbert 
Walters, John Stewart, B.A. 
Warden, William Middleton 
Watkins, Edwin Grover 
Watson, Arthur Bingham 
Watson, Miles Walker 
Webb, William Howard 
Wheatcroft, William Henry 
Whiteley, Frederic James 
Wilcocks, Osmund 


wyn Turner 

Robinson, James Edward, B.A. 
Rose, Alexander Morrison 
Rouse, Arthur John, B.A. 
Rutherford, Charles Henry 
—— Edward 

ford, Herbert Edward 
Sedgwick, Harold James, B.A. 
Serjeant, Richard Flowers 
Shepheard, Lewis Wallwyn 
Shoosmith, Harry Harcourt 
Sills, Edward Wood, James Arthur 
Simmonds, e May Worth, Stanley Baldwin 
Sinnott, George Hall Wren, Robert Montague 


Fovat Examination. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Final Examination held on the 5th and 6th of Novomber, 


1889 :— 
Am , Charles Edward Duffitt, John Edgar 

Russell Ellis, Sydney James 
Arden, Thomas Hollins Evans, Aneurin Oliver 

, Alfred Cameron Evans, William George Eaton 

Ashton, Fenton, Arthur Edward 
Bailey, Harold Ormrod Fisher, Horace James, B.A. 
Baldwin, Fordham, Montague, B.A. 
Ballard, Adolphus, B.A. Foulkes, Arthur Glyndwr, M.A. 
Barber, Sy Vaughan Fovargue, Henry West 
Barnett, Harold Thomas, B.A Fowle, James Rogers George 
Barrow, Walter Gascoigne, Frederick Middleton 
Bayliffe, Gaury, Arthur Jean 
Bedwell, Hugh Gilmore, Randolph Orme 
Beevor, Rowland Goody, Sidney Carr 
Bell, Ralph Gribble, Alfred Wingyett 
Bellingham, William Clarence Habgood, Robert Tanner 
Berry, Thomas William Seager Haigh, Arthur Henry, B.A. 
Bevan, Percy Harding, Lansdown, LL.B. 


Hare, Harcourt Yates, B.A., LL.B. 

Harris, Henry Haden 

Harrison, Edwin Wallis 

Hicks Evnest, Ba Walkom 
8, A. 

Hill, Algernon Frank 

illiam Frederick Hind, Lewis Westbrook 

i Hippisley, Reginald 

Hirst, —— _ B.A. 

, Alfred Ernest William Southen, Liem Willis 

cutee” Frank Henry Jackson, James Edward 

Henry James Catling, B.A.,Jagger, Frank Herbert 

LLB. Jones, John David Valentine 

Jordan,’ Percy Holker 


Biehop, Herbert 
hop, Herbert Edwin 


ederick 
oe Thomas Walter, B.A. 
Bower, 


——s bene Sw a —" Oharles Dixon, B.A. 

Clutton, Francis Owen, ° , Charles Wim , BA 

» Frederick MA. m7) ee : 
, James , Frederick Herbert 

Oreeke, Herbert Buck King, William 

Dauney, Arthur William ingdom, Everard William, B.A 

Davidson, Edward Chambers Kirby, Arthur Forel 

Davies, Charles Lam , Frank 1 

Davies, George Duke , Germain, B 

Deakin, Francis Howard Lingard, Alexander Rowson 

Drammond, Duncan Powys Lowe, Dudley 





y 

Orford, Lewis Alfred, B.A. 
Owen, James William Tilling, Walter James 
Parkyn, Joseph Atherton Todd, Griffith Samuel 
Passman, les Herbert, B,A., Townsend, Bernard, B.A. 

LL.B. Tozer, Maber 
Pearson, Lewis Henry Tremearne, Eustace Sewallis Shirley 
Phillips, Mark Thomas Tucker, Ernest Henry 
Pickering, Rowland Hayes EvansTurner, Hamilton 

Umfre , B.A. Turner, Joseph William 
Pollock, Adrian Donald Wilde Underdown, Herbert William, B.A. 
Powell, Walter Rice Varey, Francis Ohallender 
Prebble, Harry Ward Villiers, William Noel 
Pryse, Henry Louis Vanneck, B.A. Walker, Henry Milnes 
Ramsden, John Bent Watson, Ernest Ivens 
Ravenor, Henry Temple Whichcord, Julian Frank 
Rawstorne, William Whitfield, George, B.A. 
Reeves, Herbert Kempson, B.A. Wicks, Charles Hamilton 
Richards, Joseph erick Williams, Edward 
Richardson, William James Lewis Williamson, Edwin Frederick 
Roberts, Richard Wilmot, Edward Dudley Lea 
Roche, Edward Stevenson Wooton, Thomas John, B.A. 
Rose, Herbert Watkin Wykes, John Theodore, B.A. 
Russell, Arthur Lleweilyn Wynne, Richard, B.A. 
Russell, Joseph Carlisle 


Tilley, Samuel Yardley 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Joun Durrin Tuomson, solicitor, of Westleigh, Westgate-on-Sea, 
and No. 12, Southwick-place, Hyde Park, W., died at Westleigh on the 
12th inst., aged sixty-eight. The deceased was the eldest son of the late 
Mr. Abram Thomson, of Edinburgh, and was born and educated at 
Edinburgh. He was admitted a solicitor in Trinity Term, 1843, and had 
a considerabie practice in London, but retired at the commencement of 
this year owing to his health giving way. He married in 1861 Frances 
Ann, daughter of the late Mr. George Smith, J.P., of Paddockhurst, 
Sussex. The interment took place at Kensal Green Cemetery. Besides the 
members of his own family there were present Mr. E. Outler, Q.0., Mr. 
W. H. Upjohn, Mr. Jas. Sant, R.A., the Rev. R. G. Mead, the Rev. A. A, 
Lyne, and others. 


The Right Hon. Frepgric Rocsrs, Lord Buacurorp, G.0.M.G., died at 
his residence, Blachford, Devonshire, on the 21st inst., at the age of 78. 
Lord Blachford was the eldest son of Sir Frederick Leman ers, Bart., 
and he succeeded to the baronetcy on his father’s death in 1851. He was 
educated at Eton, and he was formerly Fellow of Oriel College, Oxford, 
where he graduated as a double first (Classics and Mathematics) in 1832. 
He obtained the Oraven Scholarship in 1829. He was called to the bar at 
Lincoln’s-inn in Hilary Term, 1839. He was appointed Registrar of Joint- 
Stock Companies in 1845, a Commissioner of Colonial Land and E tion 
in 1846, a Commissioner of West Indian Incumbered Estates in 1856, and 
in 1859 he received from the Duke of Newcastle theappointment of Permanent 
Under-Secretary of State for the Colonies. He rendezed valuable public 
service on the occasion of the foundation of the Dominion of Oanada. He 
retired on a pension in 1871, and he was shortly afterwards created Lord 
Blachford, and was made a Privy Councillor. In 1881 he presided over 
the Royal Commission on Metropolitan Fever and Small Pox Hospitals, 
and he was also a member of the Royal Commission on Oathedrals. Lord 
Blachford was married in 1847 te the daughter of Mr. Andrew Colville, 
and sister of the late Sir James Oolville. As he leaves no family the 
peerage becomes extinct, but the baronetcy passes to his younger brother. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


mista angna he Wala atch “oo eM 
a ° e m Count t No. 27). 
. Lander was admitted a solicitor in 1881. itr. er has also been 
elected Ooroner for the Wellington District of Shropshire. Both appoint- 
ments were held by the late Mr. John Bidlake, of Wellington. 
Mr. Fazpzgnicx Atsert Bosanquzt, Q.0., has been elected a Bencher of 
the Inner Temple. 
The ht Hon. Sie Micuazn Monnis, Bart., Lord Ohief Justice of 
© has been appointed a Lord of Appeal in 0 , in succes- 
sion to the late Lord Fitzgerald, is the eldest son of Mr. Morris, of 
He was educated at Trinity College, Dublin, and he was called 
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to the bar in Ireland in 1849. He became a Queen’s Oounsel in 1863. He 
was Recorder of Galway from 1857 till 1865, when he was elected M.P. 
for that borough in the Oonservative interest. He was Solicitor- 
General for d in 1866, and a few months later he Attorney- 
General and was sworn in as a member of the Privy Counsel in Ireland. 
He was a puisne judge of the Court of Common Pleas in Ireland from 
1867 till 1876, when he was appointed Lord Ohief Justice of that court. 
He was created a baronet in , and he was appointed Lord Ohief Justice 
of Ireland in 1887. 


Sir Oxantzs Joun Pzanson, Knt., barrister and advocate, sheriff of 
Renfrewshire and Buteshire, has been a) ted Sheriff of Perthshire, in 
succession to Lord Kincairney. Sir J. Pearson is the second son of Mr. 
Charles Pearson, of Edinburgh. He was educated at the Edinburgh 
Academy, and he was formerly scholar of Co Christi Oollege, Oxford, 
where he graduated Ist class in Olassics in 1863. He was called to the 
bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Trinity Term, 1870, and was admitted a member 
of the Faculty of Advocates in Scotland in the same year. He was Sheriff 
of Chancery from 1885 till 1888, when he was appointed sheriff of Ren- 
frewshire and Buteshire. He received the honour of knighthood in 1887. 


Mr. Henny Wri11aM Jonzs, solicitor, of Colchester, has been appointed 
Clerk to the county magistrates at that place, in succession to his father, 
Fae Mr. Henry Jones. Mr. H. W. Jones was admitted a solicitor in 
1874. 


Mr, Writ1am Lowruzr Oarnicx, solicitor, of Guisborough avd Salt- 
burn, has been appointed Registrar of the Stokesley County Oourt (Circuit 
No. 15), in succession to the late Mr. James Coates Sowerby. Mr. 
Oarrick was admitted a solicitor in 1880. 


Mr. Epwin Sronzy Hanrrianp, solicitor (of the firm of Hartland & 
Isaac), of Swansea, Pontardulais, and Morriston, has been appointed 
Registrar of the Gloucester County Court (Circuit No. 53) and trict 
Registrar under the Judicature Acts, in succession to the late Mr. George 
Francis Riddiford. Mr. Hartland was admitted a solicitor in 1870. 


Mr. Recinatp Pui Sumwnzr, solicitor, of Gloucester, has been 
appointed Clerk to the Commissioners of Taxes for the City of Gloucester, 
for the Hundreds of Dudstone and Kingsnorton, in succession to his 
partner, the late Mr. George Francis Riddiford. Mr. Sumner was admitted 
a solicitor in 1881. 

Mr. James Martin Rurrsr, solicitor, of Bolton, has been elected Presi- 
dent of the Bolton Incorporated Law Society for the ensuing year. Mr. 
Rutter was admitted a solicitor in 1868. 


Mr. Henry Osarzes Orossrigxp, solicitor (of the firm of Fisber, Son, 
& Crossfield), of Liverpool, has been appointed a Commissioner to admin- 
ister Oaths in the Supreme Oourt of Judicature. 


Mr, Gzorcs Witi1am Epwarps, solicitor (of the firm of Donnison & 
Edwards), of Liverpool, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer 
Oaths in the Ohancery Oourt of the Oounty Palatine of Lancaster. 


Mr. Autrrep Procrsr, solicitor, of York, has been appointed Under- 
Sheriff of that Oity for the ensuing year. Mr. Procter was admitted a 
solicitor in 1882. 


Mr. James Txomas Rossrrer, solicitor, of 37, Ooleman-street, has 
been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme 
Oourt of Judicature. 


Mr. Frepgrick Hoarz Oot, barrister, has been elected a Bencher of 
the Inner Temple. 


Mr. Donatp Orawrorp, advocate, M.P., has been appointed a member 
of the Royal Commission on Crown Rights in Scotch Salmon Fisheries. 
Mr. Orawford is the son of Mr. Alexander Orawford, of Aros, Argyleshire. 
He was educated at Edinburgh Academy and at Balliol College, Oxford, 
where he uated second class in Olassics in 1860, ani he was afterwards 
elected a Fellow of Lincoln Oollege. He was admitted a member of the 
Faculty of Advocates in Scotland in 1862, and he was secretary to the 
Lord Advocate from 1880 till 1885. He has been M.P. for North-East 
Lanarkshire in the Liberal interest since December, 1885. 


Mr. Justice Day has been elected Treasurer of the Middle Temple for 
the ensuing year. 

The Right Hon. Grorcz Osnorns Moraan, Q.0.,M.P., has been elected 
Treasurer of Lincoln’s-inn for the ensuing year. 


Lord Justice Lorzs has been elected Treasurer of the Inner Temple for 
the ensuing year. 


Mr. Joun Oxnnynz, advocate, has been appointed Sheriff of Renfrewshire 
and Buteshire. 


Mr. Atexanpzr Low, advocate, has been appointed Sheriff of the 
counties of Ross, Sutherland, and Cromarty. 


Mr. Auzxanpzr Brarr, advocate, has been appointed Sheriff of Stirling- 
shire, Dumbartonshire, and Olackmannaushire. 


Mr. Ducatp M‘Kxcunrr, advocate, has been appointed Sheriff of Chan- 
cery in Scotland. 


Mr. Groraz E. Sotomon, solicitor, of No. 28, Holford-square, London, 
has been a ted a Commissioner to examine Witnesses and take 
Affidavits for the Supreme Oourt of Trinidad and Tobago, and a Commis- 
sioner for Oaths, Affidavits, &c., in and for the Courts of the Province of 
New Brunswick. 


Mr. J. Watuis Davias, solicitor, of Col and Abergelo, has been 
appointed Olerk to the Abergele and ee! Local Boards. s 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP, 
Disso.vrion. 


Epwarp Cartes Pzacam and Cuartes Ewsanx Smrru, solicitors 
(Peagam & Smith), 30, North-street, Rugby. Nov. 21. 
[ Gazette, Nov. 26. 


GENERAL. 

The latest reports of the progress of Judge Bristowe are very satis- 
factory. 

In the case of Ez 
Messrs. Church, 
Siucadaas oh tee epgeay tal 
re ent on the ap 
Herbert Reed. , 


It is stated that, during the 129 days the Special Commission sat, the 
peceiliens hes engusseed oh egies, anette ame Ge 
witnesses, or made casual remarks 624 times, Sir Archibald Smith 402, and 
Sir John Day only once, and that at the very beginning of the inquiry. 
Exactly 500 witnesses were called, to whom 98,267 questions were put. 

At Dorchester, on Saturday, before Mr Baron Pollock, a coroner's jury, 
who had been unable to agree on a verdict, were brought up to be 
by his lordship, under the provisions of the Coroners Act, 1887 (50 & 51 
Vict. c. 71). This is stated to be the third occasion recently on which a 
coroner’s jury has been so brought before a judge of assize on this circuit. 

In res to the toast of ‘‘The Bench and the Bar,’ at a dinner 
of the Plumbers’ Company on —7 the wen agen oy ? .-- to 
have denounced the practice of criticizing the conduct udges. 
The licence of comment upon our judges, he is reported to have said, 


te Webber, Re Webber (reported ante, Z- 65), 
& Co. were concerned as ion agenis for Mr. 
le, the solicitor for the petitioning creditor (the 
their counsel in that capacity was Mr. 


which in most cases was unjust and in all cases was cowardly, because 
the jud could not defi themselves, was increasing, and it was a 
matter for serious consideration whether that licence not gone so 


far as seriously to interfere with the usefulness of the bench and the 
administration of justice. 


Mr. Baron Pollock, in his charge to the grand j at Devizes on the 
21st inst., referred to the Assizes Relief Act, 1889. apt ye 
which was passed last session, would, he hoped, solve & question of 
difficulty without injury to ers or others. It was right and pro; 
that a discretion should be Fun 0 the eonsenibtiog fentions os to onion 
cases either to the quarter sessions or the assizes, as they alone were the 
best persons to judge of the circumstances connected with each case. It 
was a question whether the mere fact that the assizes happened to come 
before the quarter sessions was a sufficient special reason to justify com- 
mitting a sessions case to the assizes, and it would go very far to defeat 
the object of the Act if it were to be done in all instances. The discre- 


tion, however, + eh agen was unfcttered in this respect, and such 
should be in each case, being had both to the pre- 

pe of the accused (cucles a fen offender or habitual 

criminal) and the length of time elapsing between 

next quarter sessions. 


E 
i 
E 
e 


support a charge preferred 


instance of the London Coun’ stealing lead the roof 
of a shed in Battersea Park. He said object in attending on that 
occasion was in consequence of what had fallen from the magis- 


trate, and his refusal to permit a gentleman not connected with the 
legal profession to conduct prosecutions on behalf of the council at that 
court. He pointed out that it had been the practice during the past 
thirty years for non-admitted men, but gentlemen engaged in the legal 
departments of public bodies, to conduct 

of the metropolis, The objection to this mode of proceeding had 
been raised before, and the 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Nov. 22 
JOINT STOOK COMPANIES. 
Lirrep In CHANCERY. 

Connova Union Gorp Co, Lumren—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 20, 
directed to be heard before Kay, J, on Nov 30 Rooks & Oo, King st, Oheap- 
side, solors for petner 

GsorGe Nzat & Co, Lrurrrp—North, J, has Seed Tossing, Dec 3, at 1, at his 

for the ee page of an official li 


J Cuark & Oo, Lumren—By an order made Ly Rekotich, J, dated Nov 7, it was 
ordered that the company be wound up Rising, Leadenhall st, solor for 

MorbAcor Royarrres Tevet, Lumrrep—By an order made by Chitty, J, dated 
Nov 14, it was ordered that the trust be wound up Holmes & Son, Olement’s 
lane, eclons for ody 

RIO DEL Ono GOLD Mines, Luurrep—Petn for winding UP. presented Nov 22, 


directed to be heard before North, J, on Saturday, Dec 7 Goldberg & Lang- 
don, West st, Finsbury circus, solors for petner 
Rocxy Bak Wms West GoLp —Creditors of the old companys one re« 
on or before Dec 31, to send their names and addresses, and th i 
of their debts or claims, to Walter Bramall, 5, Copthall b 
Montagu, Bucklersbury, solor for liquidator 
Savoy Buriprne Co, Lonren—K y: » has fixed Friday, Nov 29, at 12, at his 
an official liquidator 
tors are required. on or before 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Mr William Hall, 126, Cannon st Snell & Co, George st, Mansion 
House, solors for liquidator 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
Lowpon ConsuMERS PURE SANITARY Mrzx Oo-Stirling, J, has fixed Wednesday, 
Dec 4, at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 
CouNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
Morcan Mears & Co, Luwrrenp—The Vice-Chancellor has fixed Thursday, Dec 5, 
om at 2, Clarence 'st, Manchester, for the appointment of an official liqui- 


STANNARIES OF DEVON. 

LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
Nezw Tamar Siiver Leap Mine, Liwrrep—By an order made by the Vice- 
‘arden, dated Nov 13, it was ye that the mine be wound u Daas & 

Co, Truro, agents for Chave & Chave, Bishopsgate st, solors for pe 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES. 
SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. 

STAPLETON LODGE, Odd Fellows’ Arms Inn, Carlton, Selby, York Nov 19 


London Gazette.—TUBESDAY, Nov. 26. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


2 


LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Orry oF DuNEDIN SUBURBAN Gas Co, Lurrep Stirling, J. has fixed Thursday, 
Dec 6. 5. at 12, at his aoe, ad tbe appointment of an Em liquidator 
dated Ni 4 cupaitedl Peobeak George Painter M te t bids to be 

ov c +2, ongs: s' as, 
official ee are required, on or before Dec 13, to send their 
addresses, and tho parities of their debts or claims, to the above 
Dec 20, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts 
aes SO Leman — Cred sogmieel, on on Oatiee Shee 31, to send their 
names and addresses, an a thet eulars of their debts or claims, to Mr 


William Barclay Peat, Middlesborough on Tees Ingledew & Co, Fenchurch st, 
for Parrington, Middlesborough, solor for liquidator 

ASSURANCE AGENTS’ JoUBNAL Co, By an order made by Stirling, 
== Lye be ae 16, it was ordered thatthe company be woundup Lowe, Bedford 


‘or petner 
RED ae ison Gone Gorp Mrsiwc Co, Luurrep—By an order made by Kay, J, dated Nov 


aul 


16, it was ordered that the com be wound Foss & Ledsam, Abchurch 
lane, solors for 2 i and 

SWEDISH Marcu —Stirling, J, has fixed +t aad Dec 6, at 12, at his 
chambers, for the appointment of an official liqui 

Tue Lonpon awp ProvinciAt DRAPERY EXCHANGE, ‘Lincrres — Oreditors are re- 
quired, on of before Dec ti, to send their new names an ee and bE ny 

their debts or ot Whinnes, 3 ewry Poole 

Co, Chancery lane, solors for uidator 

Tue NorpexHam Dock anp — 
or before Dec 24, to send their names 


and addresses, gud’ thn particular of 
iculars 0 
their debts or claims, to Dr G B Clark, M.P., and Mr Harry 8 oster, 4, Cole- 
. Liwrrep—Creditors are pied to send ta he 
tibulars of their claims or demands toT Ashton Rath and Arthur 8 
County PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
Hetm & Co, Luarrep—By an order made by the Vice-Chancellor, dated Nov 14, 


it was ordered that the company be wound up Addieshaw & Warburton. 
Sccslen casaine for Easthams & Aitken, Cli Clitheroe, sclors for petning com- 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasctte—Fripay, Nov. 22. 
ne Hath. 3.” Tayion St Gntthie’s g lane, Eeq. March 31, Penfield vy McMurdo, 


a Sets Maemo Totton. Southampton, Gent. Dec?2!, Buttv 
in, titling J Lioyd, Wormwood st ” 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 


Bart, Tuomas, Hetton le Hole, Durham. Dec3i. Ranson & Co, Sunderland 
Buses, SamvEt, Hambieden, Buckingham, Grocer. Deci7. Mercer, Henley on 
Busey, MAsemsen, Leleoster. Jan 1. Pratt & Hodgkinsons, Newark upon 


Camps, sas, Listen pk, Stoke Newington. Decwu. Paterson & Sons, 


Ousmane, Many Jinn, Harrogate. Dec 21, Richardson & Byron, Harrogate 


Cxorron, Isaac, Withington, Manchester, Gent. Dec 23. Jepson & Son, Man- 
Crane BROWARD Wrt11AM, Southampton row, Gent. Dec 25. Noon & Clarke, 
Cua, Bt Helens King’s Norton, Worcestershire, Builder. Dec 24. Good- 
rick-Clarke & Smith. 

Wr114mM WILE, Wimpole st, Cavendish sq, Author. Deci5. Bart- 
Oox, J Sous Mill Hilt rd, Acton, Gent. Dec 27. Brown, Lincoln’s inn fields 
DANSON, OHRISTOPHER, Tatham, Lance, Yeoman. Dec 24. Thompson, Bentham 
am fe, - Innkeeper. Deci8, Johnstone, Bristol 
EDWARDS, ROBERT, Chester, Gent. Dec2. Moss & Sharpe, Chester 
ea Beighton East Grinstead, Sussex, Esq. Jan13. Evershed & Shapland, 


GHAM, ag WaAN, Noble st, Salesman. Dec 3. Pettengill, 
Orooked lane, Kin; ag W. 

GRUNNOW, WILLIAM, verfordwest, Butcher. Dec 31. Eaton-Evans & Wil- 
liams, Haverfordwest 


Hitt, FrRepsrick, Pentonville rd, Free Vintner. Dec 13. Pritchard & Sons, 
aes 


HILLYARD, WILLIAM KNIBLE, rate view, Wimbledon common. Decé. Carter 
& Bell, Idol lane, Eastchea 
JEFFS, HaRRy, Regent st, Farrier. Dec 31. Patten, Gray’s inn sq 


LAWRENCE, rm, Merton bridge, Surrey, Dyer. Dec 16. M. 0, Hammond, Bel- 
vedere , Church road, Wimbledon 
Greece, Commercial Broker. Dec 31. Lydall, John st, 


‘0 
Marutas, ELIZABETH MARGARETTA, Fishguard, Pembroke. Dec 3!. Eaton-Evans 
illiams, Haverfordwest 
NICHOLSON, E11za, Somerset. Deci4. Sparks & Blake, Crewkerne 
PEGLER, JAMES, King Stanley, Glos, Gent. Dec2). Warman, Stroud 
Proron, Sir James ALLANSON, Wavertree, Lancs, Knight. Dec 19. Tyrer & 
Co, paverpodt 
HENRY, panei Somerset, retired Farmer. Dec 18. Wood, Wring- 


ton, R.8.0. Som 
PRICE, JOHN Biount, H Highbury Hill, Gent. Dec 31. Torr & Co, Bedford 


row 

Ray, ANNE HapDFIEtD, Sheffield. Dec 20. Burdekin & Co, Sheffield 

Ruizy, LUKE, Bingley, Warwick, Farmer. Dec6. Kirby & Sons, Uoventry 

meen, CHRISTOPHER WILLIAM, Dullingham, Cantab, Esq. Dec7, Frere & 
Co, Pome yy’ fields 4 : 

—. ny a Lioyp, Maidenhead, Berks, Esq. Dec 15. Pownall & Co, 

Roses REGINALD Hanky, Clifton, Bristol, Esq, Dec 14. Sparks & Blake, 


erne 
SEINNER, WILLIAM, hy, Wooten, Notts, Farmer. Jan 1. Pratt & Hodgkinsons, 


Lg red nD 
me, See a oe Pecan, Ss Sissinghurst, nr Staplehurst, Kent. Nov 30. Girdlestone 
Tomson, MARY, , ey Dec 23. Bowden, Laurence Pountney hill, Can 
non 


TURNER, Mary, Hastings. Dec2i1. Mann & Knight, Hastings 
WEIsSs, FREDERICK FovEAUx, Chester ter, Surgical Instrument Maker. Dec 31. 
Allen & Son, Carlisle st, Soho sq 
heey Tuomas HENRY, Guestling, Sussex, Farmer. Deci5. Langham & 
London Gaszette.—FRIDAY, Nov. 22. 
ALLCORN, GEORGE, Rotherfield, Sussex, Farmer. Dec 24 , Drake & Lee, Lewes 
ARBUTHNOT, Lady ALICE MARGARET, Cambridge pl, Hyde pk. Decié. Francis 
& Johnson, Austinfriars 
WILLIAM WEDDERBUBN, South Eaton pl, Bart. Dec 16. 
Francis & Johnson, Austinfriars 
BaxTER, RICHARD, Monton, Lancs, Engine Driver. Dec 24. Jones, Manohester 
BAYBUT, PHILIP, Flixton, Lancs, Gent. Dec 25. Orofton & Craven, Manchester 
BELSON, WILLIAM ARTHUR, St George’s house, Eastcheap, Merchant. Dec 25, 
Lowless & Co, Martin’ 8 lane, Cannon st 
BovuLTER, WILLIAM, Eastnor, Hereford, Farmer. Jan. 20. Masefield, Ledbury 
Base, CHRISTOPHER GEORGE, Becnchiowia Yorks, Cotton Spinner. Dec 
B eg tty ag ham, ree Gard Mrs Tyl 
omens OHN, ove, ener. 24, er 
Lincoin’sinn fields ‘ 
r | CONBtalybridge Stalybridge, Chester, Gent. Dec 14. Buckley & Miller, 
3c o1s Woopwanp, Aldershot, Lieutenant in i9th Hussars. Jan 
i, yarehding gos 
— ——, lympton, Devon, Schoolmaster. Dec 14. Woolcombe & 
om = Exity, Holland rd, Kensington. Dec 9. Blount & Uo, Arundel st, 
DE LA —¥ WARREN, Portland pl. Vec 31. Wilson & Co, Copthall bldngs 
Dopson, SARAH, Southport. Jan 8. Welsby & Smallishaw, Southport 
Exztis, Emity, Bath. Jani. Byrne & Lucas, Surrey st, Strand 
FLEMING, JosEPH, South Shields, Boot Maker. Dec 2%, Thomson, South 
Gasmy, Tuomas, New Shoreham, Sussex, Shipowner. Dec 30. Oripps, jun, 
Giizs. Saran SteEwakt, Warwick gdnsg, Kensington. Dec3i. Young & Oo, St 
Mildred’s ct, Poultry 
Goveg, Cuaneae WHITEHOUSE, Macclesfield, Hotel Keeper. Dec 26. Mawdsley, 
Gray, Ng a ode Lgrricg Puiripra, Graham rd, Dalston. Dec 20. Wilkins & 
Co, Gresham House, Old Broad st 
HAYWARD, CHARLOTTE, St Leonards on Sea. Jani. Byrne & Lucas, Surrey st, 
Hopae, Ls ey Camborne, Cornwall, Mine Agent. Dec 23. Daniell & Thomas, 
JACKSON, JouN, Gloucester, Gent. Jan7. Langley-Smith, Gloucester 
ei W114, Broomhill, in Sheffield, Gent. Dec 31, Fretson & Son, 
LirrL#, HELEN, Alfred st, Liverpool. Dec 31. Herbert & Co, Liverpool 


Lomax, E1izaperu, Coventry. Dec 16. Kirby & Sons, Coventry 





Mawa0nes. MARGARET, Countess of, Wilton 
ro pine nd o crescent, Belgravia. Dec 
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ee 
NrowoL, Ro’ BERT BOXALL, 
20. Bayley, Liverpool 


oxivan, JouN, Howsham, York, Farmer Jan9 Waddington, Malton 
PanNINGTON, RICHARD, Rugby, Esq Dec 28 Broadbent & Heelis, Bolton 
Pratt, Henry, Lincoln, Wine Merchant Dec 26 Tweed & Co, Lincoln 
a Wr114M, Pocklington, York,Gent Dec28 Underwood, Hull 
Viscountess OssINGTON, Ossington, nr Newark. Dec 24. Few 


- 1, Ge Bacrey” Oo, Surrey st, Strand 


TaexToN, RopERT, Tottenham ctrd. Junes. Shepheards, Finsbury circus 
Tosrox, Hs iat Henmoum, Bournemouth, Esq. Dec 31. 


WINCKWORTH, Wintax, Hythe, Southampton, Dec 14, Candy & Oandy, L 


Southampton 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—FRipay, Nov. 22. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ARNOLD, JOHN, st, Bunhill row, Wholesale 
Stationer rich On Court. Pet Nov 19 ‘Ord Nov 19 
, WILLIAM YY, Hazlehurst, Ramsbottom, 

Lancs, —— Bolton 


#, Pot N ov7. = Nov 18 
Oroy: ur’ rsedealer 
Cro: yon on Pet ‘Nov 19 Ord Nov i ieee 


‘boro Hay Merchant Scar- 
hae 5 zh Pet Nov 20 Ma Nov 20 
OAMFIELD, | AMUEL, Houndsditch, Oonfec- 
tioner High Court be Oct 23 Ord Nov 18 
rd, Lower Edmonto 8 ay ee -- Pet 
mn, Surve 
Octi8 Ord Novi9 ” “686 s 
CoomsBs, PHILIP Poren, Portsea, Tobacconist Ports- 
mouth Pet Nov18 Ord Nov 18 
OrEws, ARTHUR WILLIAM, and ALFRED CHARLES 
Cox, yr = go EO Nurserymen Gloucester Pet 


Nov20 O 
Davis, GEORGE, late of Crondall st, Hoxton, Peram- 
ny hy ceed High Court Pet Oct 31 
No 
Etiis, CHRISTOPHER, Crayke, Y: Pig Job 
xort Pet Nov 18 Or Nov i mee se 
Fatt, J ‘me FELL, the 


riearene + ¥ Build Li ool 
ave: 8, ers vi 
muket! ov19 Ord [Nov 19 ” 
FREDERI Witt1aM, jun, High st, 
raouing hiil, i High Court Pet Nov 18 
Ord Nov 4. 
Gipzon, Arthur s 


GREENWOOD, WARD Wal- 
— Bulldee High QUourt Pet Nov sf Ord 


Nov 1 
JAMES, Monm —" Baker Newpo 
Mon Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov ss * 
Heyges, THOM Openshaw, » = Beerhouse 
eeper ester Pet Nov 18 Nov 18 
JOHNSON, Davin, Leicester, Tailor Leicester Pet 
Novi9 Ord Nov 19 
JONES, SAMU: oy AR reshire, Baker Birken- 
Kuve, ARTE! BN gy Te nd NG en tate Len 
G. UR, ames sq. No > a 
Merchant High Oo art Pot 2 Nota Ord Nov 20 
Levy, Lewis, King’s rd, Fruiterer’s 
Assistant High Court Pet Neves Ord Nov 20 
Levy, MIcHAEL OHARLES, Bancroft rd, Mile End, 
Commercial Traveller High Court "Pet Nov 18 
List, JOHN, and ALFRED Epvw. | 
Suffolk, Butchers Ipswich P Pet Nov 20 
tactlse Oak Haly Ordars Petatsoroagly Be 
8 er) rders 
Novis OrdNovis ‘ 
, WALTER THOMAS, Watford, Herts, Watch- 
maker St Albans Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 
BERT, ja, Builder Cardiff Pet 


MoCartHy, JoHN J, New Barnet, Herts, Builder 
Barnet Pet Oct 30 Ord Nov 20 “4 
ILLIAM, wton. Wilts, General Dealer 

bu: Re Nov 19 Gra Nov 19 

ST Yarn 


XFORD, GEORGE, quam Elm 
tg. Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 

, jun, sagwes, 8 
"Surgeon "Lewes Pet Nov 
Builder Leicester Pet 


RicHMOND, WILLIAM , Oastleto Pen- 
oe camaeane, Quewee Carlisle Pet Nov 18 
Ord Nov 

RUMLEY, ALFRED GEORGE, Bejotel, Oabinet Maker 
Bristol Pet_Nov 15 oe 

SHAND, JOHN, ‘Hallfields. B ny Stade, xenat ber 
a Pet Now's “ord N 


teckton on Hees. Pet N Tees. Tronworker 
Pet = or 18 Ord Nov 
Baker Cnaasmthen 


mac EpWIn, 
Pet Nov 20 "ond Novae Nov 35 
, ROBERT pease, Leeds, Builder Leeds Pet 


Novi Ord Nov 
Taytor, THOMAS | Halifax, Cotton 
8p: Halifax Pet Novy 20 Ord Nov 20 
RGE, SS, 


EpwIn GEO 
Huddersfield Pet Nov 20 rah 9 
Tsspitt, Hsnri, Bournemou Lota h 
keeper Poole’ Pet Oct 31 "Oni Nov ia” ree 
Tygett, OfARLES, Southampton, Drug 
Ww , Southampton Pot . way word Nov 20 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet Nov 3 Ord Nov 20" 


Seacombe, Chester, Post Office Superintendent. Dec 

















Nov 12 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


REWS, WILLIAM, Cockermouw! 

Butcher Dec2at2 67, Duke out tobe 

AUSTEN, QUELEZ, Tonbridge, Builder Dood at 2.3) 
Spencer & Reeves, Mount Pleasant, Tunbridge 


e 
BaiLEy, Witt1aM Henry, Ramsbottom, Lancs, 
Bassa, June Wau, oa 1g; Wood st, Bal coi n Town 
Geoore Dec 6 at 11 33, Carey st, ‘Lincoln’s inn 

8 


MBS, PHILIP PETER, ye Tobacconist Dec 
9 at 3.30 sae Queen st, Portsea 
RNWELL, WILLIAM BENJAMIN, Cardiff, Butcher 
Dec 2ati2 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 
eR, WALTER THOMAS, Yiowsiey, Farmer Dec 
2ati’ Chequers Beee xb 


E1uis, OfRIsto: a rayke, “Forks, Pig Jobber 
Nov 29 at 10 ton: 
CH, OLIVER TT | Station rd, 


Carman Dec 4 at 11 nkruptcy bldgs, Portugal 
st, Lincoln’s inn 
Harrison, Davip WALTER, Manchester, out of 
b Dec 2 at2,30 Off Rec, Ogden’s chbrs, 
Bridge st, Manchester 
ARRISON, FRANCIS, Boston. line. Plumber Dec 5 
at12.15 Off Rec, 48, ton 
Hoan, Ropert James, Rye, cae Coal Merchant 
Novy 2 at2 Yo & Sons, Bank bldgs, Hastings 


ners JamMES, Gt by, cocer Dec 38 at 
Ott Ree, 3 8, Haven st, Gt Grimsby 


me...i... JOHN CHARLES, Stoney s Seutiet. 
Fruit Salesman Dec 4 at 2.30 33, y st, Li 


coln's inn 
KizcoarszE, DELIA, née DELIA PHILBIN, Liverpool, 
Wholesale Trish } om Dec 3 at 12 Off Rec, 


85, Victoria st, Liverpo 

, JOHN, bf peed TPC Cheshire, G rocer Dec 2 at 

3 Off Rec, O s chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Luioyp, JoHN en Fotheringhay, Northampton- 

shire, — in in, Holy bane aks ov29at 12 Law 
Courts, N' 


Mann, JOHN ahmed cee on mn Tose, forme: 
Grocer Dec 8 at il Off Ree, 8, Albert rd, Mi 

Maktin, H.. ket pl, Putney, Grocer Nov 29 at 3 
119, Vict. oria st, Wes cauinetes 


MoComsts, Naeem Burns, Surbiton, Surrey, Boots. 
Nov 29 at 12.30 16 Room, 30, St Swithin’s 


mee “QxoRG £, Kenton st, Russell sd) Waiter Dec 
8 at 2 “Bankrupte y bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s 


Mrrxs, WiLt1aM, Shrewton, Wilts, General Dealer 
Dec3at3 Off Rec, Salisbu ag 
MILLER, On ee, Gt Be ticimab herman Dec 3 at 
11.80 8, Haven s at Grimsby 
bzrosn:s, Sous HN, Greensnook, Bacu WD, Lan Yarn 
Dyer Noy 29 at 3 Off Rec, Ugden’ s chbrs, Bridge 


st, 
—, Gacese, & Sutterto’ ry ob Builder Dec 6 at 
Off Rec 48, High st 


Paapot, RicHaeD \Wennatie. Nonik Dalston, late 
oe Sesto Dec 4 ati11 33, y st, Lin- 
peutin Geeaee 


ona, Man Mansfield, Notts, Grocer Nov 30 
— a uff High pavement, Nottingham 
Raw1tt, G. Zu ( Seat rd, East Delwteh, froyiicn 

—————_—<€«e.- 
a Wit11amM WILKINSON, Penrith, Cumber- 
Chemist Dec2at4 Off Reo, 34, Fisher st, 


UND, JOSEPH, Waleelt. |} Night Soit Foreman Dec 
aT. atiiis Off Reo, W: 

ALFRED GORGE, Bristol, Gevinetmaher 
sy dati Off Reo, chbrs, Bri 


HERMAN, J. E., Sunbury on Thames, wd Nov 29 
atti No16 soem, ans $0 and = oot ogo iene 

ronworker 

on Rene Reo, 8, On see ee Middles- 


as, Gloucester, Confectioner 


Smira, WILLIAM, 
= 3 - il 
SNELL, Watrer Jax 
Dec 4 at 12.30 Sites, Booka chbrs, Bristol 


THomas W: Ki oa Hull, Ges 
Sm LN ae Ot Ree Tes 
lane, Hull 














Wi Haien OBARLOTTE, Trini: Wandsworth Dec 19. 
eco, Bmax ity rd, common, Chivers 
WARNING TO INTENDING HousE PURCHASERS & pen = le med jo 
py & Ven Oe 65, 11, Vistoriest Wost- 
minster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c. —(/ADvT.] 
Goop InvesTMENT.—To purchase a house by a small deposit and a monthly 
ment of from 53.0 ion ia adaition to the rent (f uae parted cat), - ene of 
Sanderson & Oo, eo investments to make. It req: but « small expenditure 
of capital, wallsy it provides a futdre permaneut for further 
information to the ¥, Temperance Permanent Bu Society, 4, 
udgate-hill, London, E.0, 
CHARLES Devizes, Wi Hair- | SUTHERLAND, JAMES EDWARD, late Thomas st, Wool- 
be "Bath Pet Nov 1B Ord Nov _ vie. Solicitor Nov 29 at 12 119, Victoria st, 
otice Taytor, THomas, Greetland, nr Halifax, Ootton 
— publi tho on den Perv to ee Spinner Dec3at3 Off Res, Ogden’s chmbrs, 
Ww: xT Walton on Tt Bridge st, Manchester outh, I H 
Baker Micingston, Surrey Pet Nov 12 Ord Keeper Dec 2at 12.15 Criterion Hotel, Bourne- 


outh 
Uwins, GEORGE, ee Rat, Salter Dee 2 at 
Westminste 


8 119, Victoria 
AMES ‘ACE, Leatherhead, Surrey 
nag A 16 ae estmiuster 
wa Deo 2 at 2.80 "Off Heo, 3, Fisher st 
1 
va 1, Fh. Grocer Dec 10 at 10 


coln’s inn 
WoopwWatD, CHARLES JamgEs, Devizes, ya Hair- 
dresser Dec 4 at 3.30 Off Rec, Bank chbrs, 


Bristol 
Yassixy, JOHN, Paignton, Devon, papte Nov 29 
atil *10, Athenzeum terr, P’ 


Yones. WALTER SCRYMSHER i rooklands, 
i pA Hants, Farmer Dec 2 at il 
ff Rec, 4, East st, Southampton 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
ABCHER, Joma Crowson, and GEorGE TAYLOR, 
Thornton Bakers Leicester Pet 


. Nov5d Grd Nov 2 
Lancs, 


BAILEY, Henry, Ramsbottom, 
B Ros Bolton ton Pet Nov ay. Merlin it Scar- 
aa ERT, 

Dot Nov 30 “Ord New 


Suu ‘REDERICK GORGE, Belton Moule, 
Sad Leicester Pet Nové Ord Nov 
Forks, Pig. Popber 


CHRISTOPHER, Oray! 
York Pet Nov i8 Ord Nov 18 
— 


Evans, JOHN ROBERT, Chemist Bangor 
Pet Oct 


28 ov 19 
FS1LL, JAMES, sen, and TaMES by juno, Wav 
Lanes, Builders Liverpool Nov is O 


Nov 19 
Ganmreoep Epwarp Gmpzox, Arthur st, Wal- 
a. , Builder High Court Pet Nov 19 Ord 
ov 19 
Grooms, Epwarp THomas, Leicester, Bootmaker 
y | mens, Ta Pet Nov 6 Ora Nov 20 
OMAS, 
Keeper ‘Manshester Pet Nov 18 
Jub. Widegate st, Bish 
High Gourt Pet Oot 
Jongs, Davip an ag Grocer 
Pet Octi Ord Nov 11 
JonES, Samugst, Seacombe, Cheshire, 
kenhead Pat Now 19 shee Y 
KmOfiicer Nort 1 Ded No 
Officer Northallerton’ Pac Sont ae O Meets 18 
Levy, MIcHAEL CHARLES, Bancroft rd, Mile End, 
ey may Traveller High Court Pet Nov 18 
Last, JoHN, and Atrrep Epwarp Li a 
Natfol «, Butchers Ipswich Pet MNov 20 


Beerhouse 
rd Nov 18 
ae Biscuit 
rd Nov 20 
Carmarthen 


Baker Bir- 


Nov 20° 
Luioyp, JonN Henry, Fotheringhay, Northampton- 
hive, Oierk in a Orders Wee Pet 


Novié Ord Nov 
Walt ty A Watford, Herts, W: 
maker St. “Aiban's Pe Pet Nov20 Ord Nov _— 
Matrusws, Epwin_Davip Bedfoni row, 
Solicitor High Court Pet Augié Ord Novi raid 
Pocock, GzorGs Hits, Weston super Mare, Builder 
Bri Pet Nov ._— Nov 18 


Rawtt, G@. J., Ondine a e Dulwich, Provision 
Merchant High Court ok tg Ord Nov 20 
Pas by Castleto 
N ish, 0 Ord F Now ae, 5 
ov 
ov taits, Ph 


JORN, Kis, Bilston, Staite, 
Welvaphatapron Pet Nov is 18 <> . 
Rs re 22 er Ord Nor is 
snBtaton on Tbs Pet Nov 18 Ord Nov 18 
Geazams, Jone OHN SaMUaL, Pianer, Farmer St Albans 

Pet Nov 12 Ond Nov 16 


Taate, Epwin Gsores, Huddersfel Tailor 
Huddersfield Pet Nov 2 Ord Nov 2 a 
YRELL, CHARLES, South ton, Drugdealer South- 
7 hampton Pet Pet No v 20 nd Now 20 

Glam, Grocer 


be Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 


Merthyr 
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‘Waexes, Henry TInnoTH, Walton on Thames, Baker 
Kingston, Surre; Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 18 
Wrmer, WILMER coc » patted. Yorks, out of 
business Dewsb eet Oct 24 Ord Nov 18 
WooDWARD, CHARLES evizes, re Hair- 
dresser Bath Pet Nov 1! 18 Ord Nov 
Yarss, Jonas, Leeds, Engineer Leeds Pet Oct 24 
Ord Noy 19 


London Gaszette—TUESDAY, Nov. 26. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ABRAHAM, EvERATT, Barnetby le Wold, jAnee, Far- 
mer Gt Grimsby Pet Now 98 Ord Nov 
ER, WILLIAM, Oakfield 4 Anetiey, ) aS 
Plumber High i Pet Nov 20 yt ane os 
Boors, =e LFRED, 0880! erbyshire. 
Ashton under ions and Staly- 
bri 


Pet Pot Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 
ILLIAM GRIMWOOD, Feliestone, Draper 
Canterbury Pet Nov 9 Re * 
ANTHOR 
Gloucester Pet Nov 23. “Ora N 
MERRINGTON, 


Gloucester, Saddler 
Cambri 


@TON, Histon, “Cantab, Builder 

Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 
yy BrouGHamM, High ‘Holborn, Milk- 

dealer High Court Pet Nev5 Ord Nov 22 
Forp, GEORGE Rosert, Beaconsfield rd, Twicken- 

ham, Oarver Brentford Pet Nov 19 Ord Nov 19 
Ganpay, CHARLES, Long Eaton, Derbys 

Manufacturer Derby Pet Nov 20 rd Nov 20 
GItBERT, THOMAS, Anstey, Leices, Boot Manufac- 

turer Leicester Pet ‘ov 22 Ord Nov 22 

FREY, EDWIN JOHN, Hitchin, Herts, 

Luton Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 
GotpriInGg, Franz, Hop eee, Surrey High 
Court _— yuly 4 Ord Nov 22 

ERIOK I OOLIN, am, 

Kent Hinn Oonrt we Nov ii Ord Nov 
Hart, THO mas Casares, B edford, Builder Bedford 

Pet Nov? Ord Nov 
Haxvey, Joun, St Austell, , Cornwall, Mason Truro 

Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov2i 
— ~ H, Devon: -. Provision event East 

house Pet Ord Nov 22 
a an iowa FmOneAs, Dewsbury, Bookseller 

Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 
Hotzy, GEORGE, Beverley, Yorks, Botanic Prac- 
; Kingston upon Hull Pet Nov 21 Ord 

ov2i 
LEwis, JOHN WORKMAN, Alcester, Warwickshire, 
Birmingham Pet Novié Ord Novy 2 

Lona, WILLIAM ER, late of Stroud, Glos, 
retired Cloth Manufacturer High Court Pet 

Oct 23 Ord Nov 21 
LOVERIDGE, JAMES CLIFFORD, late Strand, Restaur- 

ant Recper High Court Pet Oct 9 Ord Nov 22 

TTHEWS, WILLIAM, Whitb: i Yorks, Bookbinder 

ge ~ ye and Middlesborough Pet Nov 


21 ae ov 21 

MuEGson, JOSEPH, Ossett, Forte 7 as Merchant 
Dewsbury Pet Nov 22 Ord N 

PEDpRAZZOLLI, LrBori0, Old st, St yi # 8, Looking 
ae acturer High Court Pet Nov 22 
Ord No 


io JONATHAN DUMBLETON, Rugby, Engineer 
Pet May Z Ord July 
—- rt, Son, 


Cobrid 4 on By ster, Burs- 
neers CHARLES, Atherstone, Warwickshire, 


Grocer 


ni Tunstall’ Pet Nov a Ord Nowa 
ime Merchant Birmingham Pet Nov 22 Ord 
ag. Willingham, Goafed Beachemtth Cam- 
et Nov 2i Ord Nov 2 
ERICK JOHN, War Office, Pall Mail, 
a Service Clerk High Court Pet Oct1 Ord 
ov il 
SMITH, FREDERICE, Pembridge, Hepetondahive, Miller 
Leominster Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 
STEwakT, GEORGE HENRY, Blackburn, eper Black- 
burn Ee Novi2 Ord Nov 2 
STUBBS. ee Burton on Trent, Baker Burton 
on Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 
WAkD, Bb, ‘ronAs, Me , Mervanrd, Setaton, Builder Wands- 


ag Ord Nov 
Wurraxen, sony ester, ‘Tronmonger Man- 
et Nov a1 Ond Now 
WILson. eee Soenaey, ‘a & Barnsley 
Pet Nov 23 “Ora oe 


"Ho OLDSWORTH, Bradford, 

Draper ’Bradford Pet Nov 21. Ord Noy 2i 
wes. JOHN WILLIAM, Feltwell, Norfolk, Com- 
ion Agent No rwich Pet Nov22 Ord ‘Nov 22 
SAMUEL, Katee, © Suffolk, Farmer Ipswich 


Nov 22 oe Nov a 
Felling, Du ham, Railwa: orter 
onTyne Pet Novae 21 Ord N oy a1 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


mOTBart's Dourt De W P, Formerly Longridge 


Dec 6 at i2 33, Carey st, Lions 


Joun Henry, Grove rd, Bethnal 
Buil coo aoe C3) 8. 33, Carey st. Lincoln’s inn 
cs, Smackowner Dec 

8 at 12 ha ven st. Gt Grimsb 
big gy house, Old Broad st, 
Dec 6 at 2.30 383, Carey st, Lin- 


po el inn 
MERRINGTON, Histon, Cantab, Builder 
Dec 9 at 12.30 Off Ree, 5, Petty ce, Cambridge 
Wrexham. Den bighshire, Slater 
Dec 8 at 11 45 rexham 
— * 


Oox, . Nurserymen Dec 3 at 3 Off 


Rec, i, —o st, ‘Gloucester 

Tailor ‘Deo 5 at 11 Ne 16 Hoe rr aan Bt 
a 0 oom, 1 

Swithin’s lane aa 





Evans, WILLIAM, . Dra Dec 4 at 2 
Holyrood chbrs, Newport I if wed 


GANDAY, OHARLES, Eaton. 
Maker Dec 4 at en daipine itoree 


Supem, V_T, Union ct, Old Broad Commissien 
: Samet Dec [5 at 12 338, Oarey st, coln’s inn 
CS) 
HARVEY, JOHN. St Austell, Comal. sesen Dec 8 
at 12.80 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Tru! 
, JAMES, Monmouth, ‘Baker. Dec 4 at 12 
Off Rec, *12 7 pl, gy Mon 


Hive, "Decrbouse 
ey Bat 11. - Of Rec, ‘Ogden's cubes, 
Baidec st, Mancheste: 
ISRAEL, JUDAH, Widegate st, Bishopsgate st, Biscuit 
a Dec 6 at 2.30 33, ae st, Lincoln’s inn 
e 
JACESON, JOHN, Birmingham, Mae Aggees 
Maker Dec 6 at 11 25, te row, co 


JANSON, Pyaet, Burton rd, Kilburn, Gent Dec 5 at 

11 38, st, Lincoln's inn fields 

Joumeom, he A cester, Tailor Dec 8 at 12.30 
Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

JONES, Evan, Skewen., nr ‘Neath, Glam, Collier Dec 
9at 12,30 Oastle Hotel, N yt 

LATHBURY, JAMES, the uiey. 

Northamptonshire, Coal pater’ Heo 7 b. 3 1, 8t 

Aldate’s, Oxford 

List, JOHN, and ALFRED Epwarp List, Hadleigh, 
Suffolk, Butchers Dec 8 at 12 Off Rec, Ipswich 


POTTER, Guanes, , ane, > Builder Dec3at3 Off 


Lei 
RULE, Janes. Williagham, Cautab, Blacksmith Dec 
9 at 12 oe Bee 8 aoa ae. = wee aroial 


STzne, Lupwi 
y bldes,, Lin- 


, Lace 
otel, Not- 


Moo: 
Traveller Deo 5 at ti Bankrupta 


coln’s inn 

STOKER, ALFRED JOHN, Old Bond s Bootmaker Dec 
5 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’ 

MarriortT, HERBERT, Birstall, Yorks, Manufacturer 
DecSatit Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

MARSHALL, EDWIN, the elder, Harborne, Staffs, late 
Fruiterer Dee’ 5atil 25, Colmorerow, Birming- 


ham 
Stupss, EDWARD, Burton on Trent, Baker Dec 5 at 


8 Midland I Hotel, Burton on Trent 
EDWIN GEORGE Huddersfield, Tailor Dec 4 
at 3 A Haigh & Son, Solicitors, New st, Hudders- 


TURNER, MavuRIcE Henry, Burnley, Boot Dealer 
Dec 4 at 3 haa Hotel. Nicholas st, Burnley 

WALKER, Epwin, Dewsbury, Engineer Dec 8 at 3 

Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

WEBBER, JOHN GALLIFORD, Landkey, Devon, Inn- 
keeper Dec 8 at 2 King’s Arms Hotel, Barn- 


staple 
WORMERSLEY, WILLIAM HOLpDsworT Bradford, 
Draper Dec 5 at iit Off Rec, 31, Manor row, 
Bradford 
Hae. Suffolk, Farmer Dec 3 at 
12.30 Off Rec, Ipswich 
YounG, RoBERT, Felling, Durham, Railway Porter 
Dec 5 at 2.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on 
e 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ARNOLD, JOHN, Roscoe st, Bunhill row, Wholesale 
Stationer High (ng Pet Nov 19 “Ord Nov 21 
ARBER, C. MonTaGus, Berkeley pl, Wimbledon 
a Kingston, Surrey et Aug 26 Ord 


Nov 
Baven, 9 ie JOHN, Lianymynech, Mont- 
goeerzaare, Innkeeper Newtown Pet Oct 28 


GEORGE HENRY, $y Builder 
Portsmouth Pet Aug 16° Ord O 
Brown, ARTHUR ANTHONY. Gloucester, Saddler 
Gloucester Pet Nov 23 Ord N Nov 23 
OAMPEIN, JOHN, Dutton, Cheshire, Farmer, War- 
rington Pet >. Ord Nov 21 


CocKER, HENRY eral Finisher 
Manchester Pet ay Ord Nov 22 
Coomss, PHILIP Tobacconist Ports- 
mouth Pet Novis Ord Nov 18 
Davis, GEORGE, late Orondale st, Hoxto 
Perambulator Saatinctanet High Court Pot 
Oct 31 Ord Novy 22 
DRIVER, JOSEPH, Pudsey, Yorks, ete Boot Dealer 
Bradford Pet ng e4 Ord Novi » » 
ng m, Derbyshire, Lace 
Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 
‘ae Brook, Liv 1, late 
Aasista: of the Mersey Docks and 
Harbour Board, Liverpool Liverpool Pet Oct 
18 Ord Nov 22 


KEY, V T, be! st, Old Broad st, Conettesion 
Agent High et Oct 10 Ord N 
JOHEN, a ‘vustell, Cornwall, ‘eon. Tears 
Pet | Nov 21 Ord Nov 22 
J Rye, Sussex, Coal Merchant 
Hastings Pet Sept 28 Ord Nov 21 
ide, nt Draper 
Pet Oct 31 Ord bag A 
ARSE, DELIA, nee DELIA P: Scam, Liver, r 
‘Wholesale Fish Merchant Liverpool Pet 
Ord Nov 21 
Kine, AntHur, St James’s sqr, Notting Hill, late 
Lead orcas High Oourt Pet Nov 20 Ord 
Northampton- 


Nov? 
JAMES. jun, Brackley, 
et Nov 11 Ord 


Laranuny 

. Coal joaldealer Banbury 

—~ 

LEOOFFRE, a Brockl Kom, Perfumer 
0 


High Oourt Pet Nov 18 ’Nov 





Levy, Lewis, Kirz’s rd, Chelsea, Fruiterer’s 4 
tant aco Court Pet Nov20 Ord Nov 20 


Masters, Franors, Grosvenor rd, Mil 
a Mferchant t High Court Pet Oct 9 Ord ov 
MarTTHEWS, pone < Oardiff, Builder Oardiff 
Novs5 Ord Nov 
MarrHEws, Ware Whitby, Yorks, Bookbind 
Stockton on T on + ae aud Middlesborough Pet No 
rd Nov 2 


MgEGson,. J 
Dewsb 


MITCHELL, JOHN, Greensnook, Bac 
Agent Oldham Pet Nov 4 ord s 


Piatt, JOHN, Cobridge, Staffs, 
Burslem, and Tunstal fail Pet Noviat 21 1 Ord Nov'f 1 

PoRTER, RICHARD, jun, Lewes, 8 x, Ve 
Surgeon Lewes Pet Nov 20 Ord Ord Nov 23. 


Rug, J. ay my 
Cambri 


Willingham, Cantab, Blacksmit 
dge Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 
SmirH, FREDERICK, Pembridge, Herefordsh' 
Miller Leominster Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov22 | 
SNELL, WALTER JAMES, Eastville, ics, Confectione 
Bristol. Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 
Snoox, Epwin, Carmarthen, Baker Carmarthe 
~—iws Ord Nov 22 
Burton on Trent, Baker Burton 
~a Pet’ Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 
TEBBITT, HENRI, Bournemouth, Ledging house 
Keeper Poole Pet Oct 31 Ord Nov 21 





Cumberland, Innkeeper 
lisle Pet Novis. 16 vor Nov 
WOBMERSLEY, ILLIAM Torpewonrn, Bradford, 

Draper Bradford Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 2t 


Youne. Maurice, Milford, Surrey, Nurseryman 
oe and Godalming Pet Aug 29 
ov 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


n, Marwood, Devon, Gent Barn. 


Barr 
seate seaad De Jan 27, 1887 Annul Novy 21, 1887 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK, 


Dec. 2.—H. 8. BENINGFIELD, Esq., at the Most. E.0., 7 
at two o'clock, Absolute Reversion (see advertise- — 
ment, Nov. 23, p. 4). 

Dec. 4.—Messrs. EDWIN Fox & BOUSFIELD, at the 
Mart, E.C., at two o’clock, Absolute Reversion and 
Life Interest (see advertisement, this week, p. 6). 

Dec. 5.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & ORANFIELD, at the 

Mart, E.C., at two o’clock, Absolute Reversion and 
Life Interest (see advertisement, this week, p. 6). 





Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity in the Country, it 
is requested that application be made direct 
to the Publisher, 

The Subscription to the SoLIctToRs’ JOURNAL is 

26s. ; 28s.; with the 

WEEKLY REPORTER, 52s. Payment in advance 

include Double Numbers and Postage. Sub- 

scribers can have their Volumes bound at the 
office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 


—Town, Country, 
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All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 
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